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ABSTRACT 
 

The program of research reported here was concerned with what makes 

difficult face-to-face communication in work settings difficult.  A framework for 

analysing this problem was developed by bringing together the disparate 

literatures of communications theory and cognitive appraisal theory.   The 

framework identified the outcome of an instance of face-to-face communication 

at work as a function of features of the situation, the appraisal that the worker 

makes in the situation, and the response strategies selected for dealing with the 

situation.  The research program was directed to operationalising these 

constructs and studying their interrelationship. 

The first two studies reported in the thesis (Studies 1 and 2) revealed the 

types of communication encounters that are most difficult to manage at work, 

and offered insight into why these situations are difficult.  Qualitative and 

quantitative data were gathered and the quantitative data analysed using 

multidimensional scaling techniques.  The results provided a taxonomy of 

difficult communication situations in the workplace.  

The next two studies (Studies 3 and 4) focused on the development of 

measures of primary and secondary appraisal, and on a taxonomy of response 

strategies applicable to work settings. A new measure of primary appraisal was 

developed from qualitative data pertaining specifically to the domain of difficult 

communication contexts.  Principal components analysis was used in the 

development of the response strategies instrument.   



     

Study 5, the final study, reported the results of the application of 

cognitive appraisal theory to the context of difficult communication at work. In 

this study, the theory was applied to four difficult communication situations 

identified in Study 1, and the relationships among appraisal, response strategy, 

and outcome were investigated using principal components analysis and, 

subsequently, hierarchical regression analysis. The results indicated that, as the 

appraisal of the context varies, so too does the choice of response strategy, 

lending support to the transactional model. Appraisal contributes significantly to 

response strategy choice and to the outcome of the situation over and above that 

offered by response strategies alone. In addition, the findings revealed that 

appraisal of the situation differ across situations and according to the status of 

the other person in the encounter. 

The findings of the series of studies reported here point to the value of 

viewing difficult communication situations in the workplace in terms of the 

interrelated constructs of situations, appraisals, strategies rather than, as more 

commonly, in terms of characteristics of ‘difficult’ persons.  Some situations are 

inherently more difficult than others, appraisals alter the difficulty level of 

situations, and the availability of response strategies influence outcome.  

Appraisal is, however, a construct of central importance, in much the same way 

it is in the research context from which it was appropriated, viz stress research.  

Appraisal contributes significantly to choice of response strategy and directly to 

outcome over an above the contribution of response strategy.   



     

 

The research program was not without its shortcomings, among them the 

reliance on retrospective reports of participants about their behaviour, and these 

need to be addressed in future research.  The findings as they stand do, however, 

point to more useful ways of conceptualising difficult situations at work and 

devising methods of intervention that will ensure better outcomes, in a significant 

area of life in the modern workplace.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Competent communication is fundamental to the achievement of 

organisational goals and necessary for the effective performance of employees.  

Many organisations have invested substantially in training employees to be better 

communicators. Self-awareness and effective communication have become the 

focus of many management development, leadership, and executive coaching 

programs, and career progression is often dependent upon demonstrable 

interpersonal competence.  The emphasis on interpersonal effectiveness in 

organisations means that employees are required not only to be technically 

competent in their role, but to demonstrate mastery of interpersonal 

communication skills as well (Jablin & Putnam, 2001).   The focus of the  

current research program was interpersonal communication in the workplace, 

because it is within work settings that competence in communication has become 

a critical skill. 

Communication in work settings is more demanding than in other 

contexts. There is an expectation that employees can communicate competently  

in a wide range of situations that vary in complexity due to the power 

relationship in the dyad (supervisor, subordinate, colleague, and customer), the 

goals that each participant in the interaction seeks to achieve, time deadlines, 

limited resources, and organisational expectations for task completion. Face-to-

face communication is particularly demanding in terms of attentional resources,  
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because an immediate response is required to continue the exchange, and the 

information is delivered via multiple channels. At work, in particular, 

communicators are judged according to the level of skill they demonstrate in 

expressing their ideas, interpreting information, and managing their behaviour in 

the interaction.  These communication encounters occur in the context of  

ongoing work relationships (with colleagues, superiors, and subordinates), and 

these relationships are important to maintain for the achievement of work goals.  

Communication satisfaction has been found to be strongly related to 

organisational commitment and job satisfaction (Ticehurst & Ross-Smith, 1992). 

Therefore, managing difficult communication encounters skillfully within 

ongoing relationships is one of the most challenging requirements of 

organisational life.  

There is a large literature exploring the nature and processes of 

interpersonal communication.  With reference to communication competence,  

there are several definitions, but two dimensions are found consistently in this 

literature: behavioural and cognitive competence (Jablin & Sias, 2001).  Earlier 

research focused on listening and attending skills, self-disclosure, social anxiety, 

empathy, turn-taking, formulating and sending messages, non-verbal behaviour, 

and other micro-level behavioural skills.  More recently, researchers have 

proposed that, in order to be a competent communicator, an individual must 

possess certain knowledge, traits, and cognitive abilities (Jablin & Sias, 2001).  

For example, Jablin, Cude, House, Lee, and Roth (1994) defined competence as 

the set of abilities, including strategic communication knowledge (e.g.,  
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knowledge of rules and norms) and capacities (e.g., traits and abilities such as 

cognitive differentiation, perspective taking, and general encoding and decoding 

skills) that the communicator has available to them, and performance is the 

display of communication behaviours that use these resources (Jablin et al., 

1994; Jablin & Sias, 2001). Similarly, McCroskey (1984) described competence 

as the ability to adequately perform certain communication behaviours, to 

understand those behaviours, and to have the cognitive ability to make choices 

among behaviours. Duran and Spitzberg (1995) suggested that cognitive 

communication competence involves “anticipating potentially influential 

contextual variables, monitoring the manner in which a conversation transpires 

and reflecting upon one’s performance for the purpose of eliminating 

unsuccessful communication tacts” (Duran & Spitzberg, 1995, p. 270).  Other 

researchers (Sypher & Sypher, 1983; Sypher & Zorn, 1986) have investigated 

cognitive differentiation, perspective-taking, and self-monitoring and found that 

individuals with well-developed cognitive communication abilities have greater 

success in organisations (measured as frequency of promotion and level in the 

organisation). Conceptualising competence in terms of both behavioural and 

cognitive dimensions is a useful framework for thinking beyond communication 

as a micro-level skill.  Cognitive self-awareness, self-monitoring, and reflection 

are key elements of current conceptualisations of cognitive communication 

competence. To be competent we must not only ‘know’ and ‘know how’, but 

also ‘do’ and ‘know what we did’ (Parks, 1994). 
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Despite the broad and sustained research on social skill over the last two 

decades, and current conceptualisations of communication competence, we 

remain unable to explain why people who possess adequate knowledge, skill, 

and motivation to communicate well often fail to perform skillfully in a range of 

situations. This can occur even though similar behavioural and cognitive 

competence is required in each situation, and the person has the same desire to 

perform competently in each situation. For example, even though most managers 

are aware that disciplining a subordinate in the form of an angry reprimand 

while coworkers are present is inappropriate and rarely solves the issue, many 

managers have, at one time or another, acted in this way (Jablin & Sias, 2001).  

Similarly, most people would be able to recognise the experience of regretting 

that that they had not behaved differently when reflecting on an unsuccessful or 

unsatisfying communication encounter, even though they have experienced 

similar situations previously, and were motivated to perform well.  What this 

suggests is that, assuming the person has an adequate repertoire of behavioural 

skills to draw from, they can, nevertheless, make a poor choice about how to 

behave and respond. The person’s inability to anticipate ‘potentially influential 

contextual variables’ (Duran & Spitzberg, 1995) can lead to a decision about 

what behaviours to use that is not optimal in the context of the particular 

situation. As Greene and Geddes (1993) observed, humans are imperfectly 

rational and they often ‘don’t do what they should do’, given their goals, and 

what they know.  
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Choice of response strategy is particularly pertinent to communication in 

work contexts, given that there are potentially important short-term and long-

term implications for poor communication choices. There is some evidence to 

suggest that negative interactions with people at work account for a large 

proportion of daily work problems (Schwartz & Stone, 1993) and that there is a 

link between individual and group communication, on the one hand, and work 

stress, on the other (Smeltzer, 1987). The choice of response strategy becomes 

specially critical when an employee is faced with communicating in a complex, 

problematic, or stressful situation in an ongoing work relationship.   

 

The Significance of the Situational Context 

In seeking an answer to the question of why people make the response  

choices they do, the communication competence literature has focused on the 

behavioural skill repertoire of communicators. Communication researchers  

recognise that the situational context is an important variable (Argyle, Furnham,  

& Graham, 1981; Furnham, 1983; Jablin & Sias, 2001; Spitzberg & Bruner,  

1991) and that communication skills are situationally-specific (Rakos, 1991;  

Wilson & Gallois, 1993). However, this recognition does not adequately explain  

why people enact different behaviours in different situations.  In order to further  

our understanding of response strategy choice, a new perspective on the issue  

can assist.  For example, very little research has explored specifically the  

situational contexts in which people communicate.  It is possible that certain  

situations are inherently more difficult than others, and that contextual  



6 

characteristics contribute to poor response choices. There has been very little 

empirical research, however, that conceptualises certain situational contexts as  

more difficult or demanding than others, and yet not all types of interpersonal 

encounters are necessarily equal in terms of the potential to tax the individual’s 

communication resources.  Consider, for example, a relatively straightforward  

type of situation, such as refusing a request.  The complexity of this encounter  

may vary according to the nature of the request (short-term or ongoing  

commitment; anticipated resources to be invested by recipient), the  

environmental context (work, home, social setting), and the relationship that the 

requester has with the target (stranger, friend, family member, work colleague, 

manager).  The response selected by the target will depend on these aspects of  

the encounter and may range from an overt, straightforward refusal to comply, 

justification for the refusal, negotiation of the initial request, or an emotional  

appeal (McLaughlin, Cody, & Robey, 1980).   

Compare also the difference in difficulty of refusing a request where the 

request is unreasonable, as against one that most people would consider  

reasonable and acceptable.  These situations differ in terms of the target’s 

perception of the difficulty and the perceived ease with which they may enact the 

response.  Although individual differences may produce differences in  

perceptions of difficulty of the two types of situation, many people may find the 

latter situation is more difficult.  These are the types of difficult situation that are  

of interest in the current research, that is, those that most people would consider  

are more difficult relative to others. Previously, where difficulty has been  
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described at all, it has been in relation to ‘dealing with difficult people’, rather  

than managing a difficult encounter.  However, as is apparent in this example,  

the difficulty of the situational context also resides in other aspects of the  

encounter, not only the other person. The elements of the encounter described 

previously (e.g., nature of the request, relationship, and other contextual  

variables) are more, or less, salient across difficult situations, and an exploration   

of these contextual variables should increase understanding of variations in the 

effectiveness of response choices.   

The domain of ‘difficult’ communication has not been systematically 

investigated previously in the communication, social psychology, or 

organisational behaviour literatures, but there are ideas and constructs in these 

literatures that can be brought to bear on the question of what makes difficult 

communication situations difficult.  The principal purpose of the work reported 

here was to address this central question and the approach adopted was to 

combine research and theory from previously disparate areas into a framework 

for answering the question, and then set about the task of testing the framework 

empirically.  The literatures drawn on in developing the framework were that 

relating to the situation specificity of communication skills (Argyle et al., 1981; 

Rakos, 1991; Wilson & Gallois, 1993) and that relating to the transactional 

nature of stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).  The framework resulting from this 

combination of disparate literatures is first presented and the choice of central 

concepts in the framework then justified, before briefly overviewing the research 

program that the framework gives rise to. 
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Theoretical Framework of the Research 

Figure 1.1 presents in diagrammatic form the theoretical framework  

guiding the research program reported here.  It is based on the transactional  

model of stress (Folkman & Lazarus, 1991; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Lazarus, 

1991) but some of the constructs have been reinterpreted to make them relevant 

to difficult communication situations in the workplace.  To the left of the 

diagram is the construct of difficult communication situations.  As understood in  

the literature on communication, the exercise of skill in communication is 

situationally based.  That is, one needs to understand the context in which acts of 

communication take place in order to understand the effectiveness of 

communication.  To the right of the diagram is the outcome of the  

communication episode.  Between situation and outcome are two constructs, 

appraisal and response strategy.  The latter has been considered in the 

communication literature in terms of the range of behaviours that the individual  

has available to them in attempting to communicate.  The appraisal construct  

comes directly from the social-cognitivist literature in which it plays a central  

role in explaining emotional responding in different contexts or by different 

individuals in the one situation.  The appropriateness of this construct in 

explaining difficult communication is the most contentious aspect of the 

framework and as such, requires the most justification conceptually and 

empirically.  The framework presented in Figure 1.1 suggests that instances of 

difficult communication are ‘difficult’ because of the inherent features of the 

situation in which the communication occurs, the appraisals that individuals  
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make of the context and their capacities to deal with it, the response strategies at 

their command, and the outcome that is sought.  By exploring these constructs 

and importantly, their interrelationship, the present research program sought to 

elucidate the problem of difficult communication in the workplace.   

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.1  The cognitive appraisal model and its application to difficult  

communication situations. 

 

The factors that influence a person to respond in a particular way and to 

choose one response over other possible responses is of interest to the current 

research.  More specifically, the questions asked in this research were what are 

the elements that influence response decisions and the process that lead people to 

enact certain behaviours, and what are the situational features that trigger or 

initiate these processes?  A foundational assumption of the work described here 

is that these questions can only be addressed by drawing together areas of 

research and theory that have previously been viewed as disparate.  In the field 

of communication, the focus of much of the research has been the presence of an 

adequate repertoire of behavioural skills, with little emphasis, until recently, on 

the cognitive processing of information.  Traditional cognitive psychology has  
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approached the question in terms of semantic encoding, organisation of mental 

representations, storage, retrieval, and response generation (McPhee, 1995;  

Wyer & Gruenfeld, 1995).  Social-cognitive theorists, on the other hand, have  

been concerned with information processing within the context of social  

interactions.  Attributional judgments, bias, impression formation, social cues, 

priming, and how people construe the information they receive are the domain  

of social-cognitive psychologists. 

Until recently, social-cognitive researchers have had very little to say 

about the role of affect in communication.  The current research and theoretical 

interest in cognitive and metacognitive processes parallels a broader trend in the 

psychological literature that recognises cognition and affect, far from being 

separate functions, as interacting to influence behaviour (Burleson & Planalp, 

2000; Forgas, 1995; Goleman, 1996;  Kofta, Weary, & Sedek, 1998;  Murray, 

1996). 

For one group of social-cognitive theorists, cognition and affect are 

inextricably interrelated.  Cognitive appraisal theorists (for example, Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984; Frijda, 1993; Ortony, Clore, & Collins, 1988; Scherer, 1988a, 

1988b, 1993) have attempted to explain how certain emotions are elicited and 

how the appraisal of events influences the ways we respond emotionally to these 

events. From the early 1980s, several psychologists independently proposed 

theories to explain the ways in which cognitive processing of information leads 

people to experience specific emotional states.  These cognitive appraisal  

theorists proposed that perception of features of the internal and external  
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environment elicit certain emotions (Omdahl, 1995), and published detailed and 

comprehensive sets of appraisal criteria to explain the elicitation and 

differentiation of emotion (Scherer, 1988a, 1988b, 1993).  Appraisal occupies a 

pivotal role in much of current emotion theory, and emotions are considered to 

result from the appraisal of events in relation to their implications for well- 

being, satisfaction of goals, motives, or concerns (Frijda, 1993). 

From the viewpoint of cognitive appraisal theorists, emotions may be 

regulated and controlled to the extent that our appraisal of the event can be 

altered. If this idea is extrapolated to interpersonal communication, cognitive 

appraisal theory can enhance our understanding of how information is processed  

and decisions about response strategy made.  A key consideration then, guiding 

the current research was whether cognitive appraisal theory can be applied in the 

context of communication in the workplace, to enhance our understanding of 

how people make strategic response decisions. 

Appraisal theory has broader application than the elicitation of emotion 

by particular combinations of environmental features.  A key element of 

cognitive appraisal theory is the interaction of the person with the environment.  

This is articulated most strongly in the transactional theory of cognitive appraisal 

described by Folkman and Lazarus (Folkman & Lazarus, 1988a; Lazarus, 1991; 

Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Research and theoretical work conducted by 

Folkman and Lazarus (Folkman, 1984; Folkman & Lazarus, 1980, 1985, 1988a; 

Lazarus, Kanner, & Folkman, 1980; Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, 

DeLongis, & Gruen, 1986) is of particular relevance to the present research, as  
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they viewed coping responses to stressful situations as being influenced by the 

individual’s appraisal of the stressful events.  More specifically, they considered 

coping and emotion as a dynamic process, unfolding within specific person-

environment encounters and across encounters.  Given the potential for 

environmental conditions (difficult or demanding situations) to shape appraisals 

and subsequent responses, variability of responses to the situation is considered 

functional.  It is consistent with the emphasis in the communication literature 

that recognises responsiveness to changing situational circumstances as an 

important metacognitive and self-management competency to possess. 

There are two reasons for selecting the transactional theory proposed by 

Folkman and Lazarus for the current research program. First, their theoretical 

model provides an alternative lens through which to view the ways people make 

behavioural response choices and to consider this process in a new way. 

Consideration of appraisal processes and their impact on strategic response 

choices has the potential to increase understanding of why people do not manage 

certain interpersonal communication situations effectively despite the fact that 

they are equipped with adequate knowledge and skill, as well as the motivation  

to perform competently.  In particular, the transactional theory proposed by 

Folkman and Lazarus takes into account the person and their appraisal of the 

situation, as well as the situational context.  Although some parallels may be 

drawn between stressful events and difficult communication encounters, it does 

not follow that all difficult situations are stressful in the way that stress is  
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typically conceptualised.  It would be incorrect, for example, to assume that the 

‘difficulty’ of situations is primarily related to the degree of stress they elicit.   

The second reason for adopting Folkman and Lazarus’ theoretical 

approach is that it has been extensively researched over three decades and 

therefore provides a sound theoretical basis for the current research.  In  

addition, their approach exists within the theoretical context of other cognitive 

appraisal theories, and despite the fact that these have been independently 

investigated, there is nevertheless surprising convergence regarding the appraisal  

dimensions identified by the main researchers in this field (for example, Lazarus 

& Folkman, 1984; Frijda, 1993; Ortony et al., 1988; Scherer, 1988a, 1988b, 

1993). 

 
Folkman and Lazarus’ Appraisal Theory:  An Overview 

A central tenet of the Folkman and Lazarus model is that the person 

influences, and is influenced by, the environment (Lazarus & Launier, 1978)  

and it is the interaction of the person and environment that creates the experience  

of stress for the individual (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999).  Rather than examining 

person and environment variables separately, transactions refer to the dynamic 

relationship between individuals and their social environment (Lazarus et al., 

1980), which is bidirectional, that is, the person and the environment influence 

each other (Folkman, 1984). The person-environment relationship is constantly 

changing as a result of the individual’s attempts to adapt to the environment.  

Responses to the stressful environment influence these stressors, which are 

subsequently reappraised.  This process continues in a cycle of appraisals,  
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responses, and alteration of the stressors (Monroe & Kelley, 1995). An 

examination of the objective features of stressors cannot adequately explain why 

two people faced with the same stressor respond differently.  Similarly, it is 

widely recognised that stress is not completely idiosyncratic or solely related to 

an individual’s cognitive appraisal (Frese & Zapf, 1988), and that certain events 

can be considered commonly stressful.  Most stress researchers recognise that it 

is the transaction between the stressful environment, and the person’s appraisal 

of it that results in the experience of stress.  

In the current research, the focus was the application of cognitive 

appraisal theory to difficult interpersonal communication in the workplace.  

Certain within-person variables were examined, in particular, cognitive 

appraisal, together with environment variables, in this case, problematic 

communication situations in work settings.  More importantly, this research 

investigated the relationship between these person and environment variables 

and examined how each influences, and is influenced by, the other.   

The approach undertaken by Folkman, Lazarus, and colleagues (Folkman 

& Lazarus, 1988a, 1988b; Lazarus, 1991; Lazarus & Smith, 1988) identifies 

primary and secondary appraisal as crucial elements in the process.  Primary 

appraisal involves the assessment of whether the stressful encounter is relevant  

to the person’s well-being.  Secondary appraisal determines the extent to which 

coping resources and options are available.  Single or multiple emotions arise 

from primary and secondary appraisal, and the person then engages coping 

strategies to deal with the emotions.  The coping strategies elicit reappraisal of  
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the situation and this may alter the quality and intensity of the initial experience 

of emotion. 

Folkman and Lazarus’s model emerged from earlier work conducted by 

Lazarus and Smith (1988).  In this early research, Lazarus and Smith (1988) 

proposed six appraisal processes, the first two of which were considered primary 

appraisals.  These were (a) motivational relevance (the extent to which the event 

affects personal goals and concerns); (b) motivational congruence (the extent to 

which the event is consistent with personal goals); (c)  accountability (who or 

what is responsible for the event); (d) problem-focused coping potential (the 

extent to which the person believes they can manage the demands of the event); 

(e) emotion-focused coping potential (the extent to which the person believes  

they can regulate the emotional states generated by the event); and (6) future 

expectancy (the extent to which the person can alter their perceptions of the  

event in order to make the event more or less motivationally congruent). 

According to the theory, appraisals alone are not sufficient to determine 

the emotion experienced in various situations.  Components of primary and 

secondary appraisals are combined in person-environment relationships that are 

emotionally significant for the person.  These ‘core relational themes’ 

correspond to discrete emotional states.  For example, anger results from an 

offence against the person or those with whom the person is identified; sadness 

is derived from unavoidable and irrevocable loss.  Lazarus and Smith (1988) 

regarded benefit, harm (loss), threat, coping potential, and blame as major core 

relational themes that lead to specific emotional states.  Folkman and Lazarus  
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progressed to examine the dynamics of stressful encounters in community 

samples (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980, 1988a; Folkman et al., 1986) and among 

college students preparing for an examination (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985).  

They developed the Ways of Coping Questionnaire from their work, and this 

continues to be a widely-used measure of stress appraisal. Although Folkman 

and Lazarus’ theoretical approach has been widely researched in clinical and 

community settings, it has rarely been applied to organisational settings, with the 

exception of the recent work of Dewe (Dewe, 1989, 1991, 1992a, 1992b, 1993; 

Dewe & Guest, 1990; Dewe & Ng, 1999) in relation to  work stress.  

When a theoretical model is extensively researched, it is a normal part 

of the scholarly process of theory testing and validation that it should draw 

criticism, and Folkman and Lazarus’model is no exception.  One of the most 

significant criticisms is that it is not clear how appraisal is to be differentiated 

from other aspects of cognition, such as ongoing awareness, distress 

intolerance, or mood state (Monroe & Kelley, 1995).  In addition, individual 

difference variables such as personality, cognitive styles, beliefs, values, and 

psychopathology may all influence appraisal, and yet it is difficult to assess the 

impact of these variables on the experience of stress, as distinct from the 

appraisal of the stressor.  That is, it is difficult to separate the causal role of the 

determinants of appraisal from the causal role of appraisal alone (Monroe & 

Kelley, 1995).  A further criticism is aimed at the terminology of ‘primary’ and 

‘secondary’ appraisal. Lazarus (1991) considered, in hindsight, that the choice 

of these terms was unfortunate, because it has led to confusion about the  
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constructs.  His intention, he argued, was not to suggest that primary appraisal  

is either more important, or that it occurs temporally before secondary appraisal.  

Rather, ‘primary’ refers to an assessment of a stressful event that is meaningful 

to the individual. The confusion in terminology has resulted in various 

approaches to the measurement of these constructs, and this issue is considered 

further as these measures are examined in Chapter 3 of this thesis. 

 
The Context: Difficult Interpersonal Communication at Work 

An exploration of appraisal processes is only one part of the person-

environment transactional model.  In accord with the theoretical model,  

appraisals of the person-environment transaction determine if the event is 

significant for well-being, and if so, whether it is primarily threatening or  

challenging (Folkman et al., 1986).  The environmental context is critical in this 

process-oriented approach, because coping is a response to the psychological and 

environmental demands of specific stressful encounters.  However, as Folkman  

et al. (1986) pointed out, there is a lack of information about the contextual 

variables that influence coping responses.  With reference to the current  

research, it is important first to consider what are the types of difficult 

communication contexts that people encounter at work.   Although some 

researchers have emphasised the importance of examining communication 

behaviour in its situational context (Rakos, 1991; Wilson & Gallois, 1993), very 

little research has explored specific situational contexts or types of encounter.  In 

what ways do situational characteristics influence response choices? It is not  
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until a taxonomy of difficult situations has been systematically developed, that  

we can begin to explore why most people find them problematic. A systematic 

exploration of the situational context will broaden understanding of factors that 

contribute to appraisal of the situation, and choice of specific response strategies 

to manage the encounter.  

The volume of research in relation to conflict indicates that these types  of 

situations are among the most difficult to manage and have far-reaching 

consequences for the individuals involved, work groups, and the organisation 

(Rahim, 1992; Schwartz & Stone, 1993; Thomas, 1992; Volkema & Bergmann, 

1989). Some researchers have observed that “when humans gather, conflict is 

inevitable” (Nicotera, 1993, p.282), “pervades all aspects of social life”  

(Tjosvold, 1996, p.1204), and that intergroup conflict is “the world’s mostly 

costly and intractable social issue” (Fisher, 1994, p.47). Many researchers agree 

that as the conflict intensifies so does stress (Schwartz & Stone, 1993; Volkema, 

Bergmann, & Farquar, 1997). Within organisations, investigations have  found 

that higher-level managers spend more time than their subordinates in managing 

conflict (Thomas & Schmidt, 1976) and that successful managers spend more  

time managing conflict than unsuccessful managers (Luthans, Rosenkrantz, & 

Hennessey, 1985).  The centrality of conflict in social experience generally, and 

organisational settings in particular, would suggest that these types of situations 

are difficult and demanding for people to manage.  

In addition, the vast quantity of research in relation to providing feedback  

to others, of either a personal or performance-related nature, is likely to be a  
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situation that many people find difficult, particularly if the feedback is negative 

(Downs, 1990; Geddes & Baron, 1997; Larson, 1989; Smith, Harrington, & 

Houghton, 2000).  For example, in Geddes and Baron’s (1997) investigation of 

the consequences for managers in giving negative performance feedback,  

practising managers rated a list of concerns with the task of providing negative 

feedback to employees.  Their results revealed that managers showed concern  

for helping and not hurting the employee, and were less concerned about the 

employee hurting them.  The majority of managers in their study were  

concerned to avoid making the employee defensive and upset, and approximately 

half of the managers were concerned about aggressiveness or hostility and 

employee retaliation as a result of the negative feedback they provided. Geddes  

and Baron’s (1997) results suggest that difficulty associated with certain types of 

communication may arise from multiple goals (providing effective feedback to 

influence performance, while also saving ‘face’ for the employee, and not 

provoking further negative behaviour).   

Similarly, Smith et al. (2000) asked performance appraisers to rate their 

discomfort when conducting formal performance appraisals.  Their results 

showed that beliefs held by the rater regarding the extent to which the 

performance appraisal influenced organisational decisions significantly affected 

the level of discomfort associated with performance appraisal.  That is, the more  

importance appraisers placed on giving performance feedback, the greater  

discomfort they felt with providing it.  This suggests that the ‘stakes’ in certain 

situations are greater than in other situations, and that multiple goals add to the 
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complexity of the situation. In the case of peer performance appraisals, the 

acceptability of peer ratings on the part of ratees is a major obstacle constraining 

the use of this type of appraisal system (Barclay & Harland, 1995).  Peer raters 

are, by definition, at the same level in the hierarchy as the ratee, and therefore  

are more likely to have an interpersonal relationship, and be in direct  

competition with the ratee.  It is therefore likely that these types of interpersonal 

interactions are problematic for both the appraiser and the recipient, in either 

formal or informal feedback processes. 

From the communication literature, there is evidence to suggest that 

influence, compliance-gaining (Siebold, Cantrill, & Meyers, 1985, 1994) and 

refusal of interpersonal requests (Ifert, 2000) are interpersonally demanding.  

There are competing forces in the tension between compliance and resistance,  

and negotiating this tension is the central concern of the refuser.  One of the  

most significant forces is that of ‘face-saving’ or, in other words, maintaining a 

positive self-image that is approved of by others (Brown & Levinson, 1987).  

Certain acts inherently present ‘face threats’ (Brown & Levinson, 1987) such as 

requests, disagreements, challenges, and noncooperation (Ifert, 2000), and 

present a pull toward compliance.  However, individuals will resist requests that 

are inappropriate or where the legitimacy of the request is questionable, or when 

the costs to the request target are considerable. 

With reference to upward influence attempts to accomplish work-related 

goals, it has been found that most people begin with safe or socially acceptable  

strategies (e.g., rational persuasion), and then escalate to stronger tactics if they  
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meet resistance (assertiveness). The results of Maslyn, Farmer and Fedor’s  

(1996) study of persistence in the use of influence strategies indicated that, 

following an initial failed influence attempt, individuals are more likely to return  

to their supervisors for another attempt, rather than quit or attempt to influence 

another manager.  However, strategies such as repetition of the influence  

attempt and assertiveness have been found to have negative effects on the 

maintenance of supervisor-subordinate relationships, and to negatively influence 

performance appraisals (Maslyn et al., 1996), suggesting potential long-term  

career harm.   

Within organisational settings, there is also evidence to suggest that  

negative emotional episodes (Waldron 1991; Waldron & Krone, 1991) are  

among the most difficult communication situations encountered. For example, 

participants in Waldron and Krone’s (1991) study reported that ‘emotional 

events’ resulted in subsequent changes in their relationship with the other person  

involved in the encounter, and affected both the quantity and quality of 

communication behaviour. The nature of the changes to the relationship included 

adjustments in liking or closeness, trust, respect, and openness, as well as 

structural changes, for example, changing job roles.  Similarly, Gayle and Priess 

(1998) noted that the level of emotion remaining after a workplace conflict has  

the potential to alter the trajectory of relationships in the organisation.  On  

asking participants to report their memories of a conflict, they found that the 

emotional nature of the recollected narratives was greater if the conflicts were 

perceived as unresolved, remembered as an ongoing series of events, or  
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discussed with the other person involved.  In addition, supervisors and managers 

used more intense or emotional language in describing their conflicts. 

Unresolved conflicts trigger lasting emotional responses that are likely to 

frame subsequent conflict episodes (Gayle & Preiss, 1998).  In addition, there is 

some evidence to suggest that emotional labour can have deleterious effects on 

employees.  Emotional labour refers to the various efforts to control and manage 

emotional states and displays in the context of paid employment (Hochschild, 

1979, 1983).  In a study of the effects of emotional labour, Pugliesi (1999)  

found that both self-focused and other-focused emotion management have  

negative effects on workers, including increased perceptions of job stress,  

increased psychological distress, and decreased job satisfaction.    

These studies have significant implications for emotional self-expression  

in everyday workplace interactions, because it has the potential to have an  

impact beyond the immediate situation.  There are long-term consequences not  

only for the resolution of the problem, but also for ongoing maintenance of the 

working relationship. It has been suggested that employees who engage in higher  

levels of self-monitoring are likely to have greater control over their emotions  

and are likely to follow display rules more closely (Rafaeli & Sutton, 1989). 

In summary, it seems that interactions involving conflict, providing 

feedback to others, request refusal, and emotional encounters are among the  

most difficult to manage in organisational contexts.  However, there is no reason 

to suggest that these are the only types of problematic communication that 

employees experience, and it is not possible to assess, without further analysis, 
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what contributes to the degree of difficulty in these situations, relative to other 

types of interpersonal communication situations. 

Within work contexts, what explanations are there for the difficulty 

inherent in certain encounters, but not in others?  One possible explanation for 

variations in difficulty emerges from the interdependence created by dyadic 

work relationships between superiors, subordinates, and colleagues.  This 

interdependence means that cooperation is required in order to accomplish work 

tasks.  Although interdependence with others is fundamental to human social 

experience, a key difference in work relationships is that, generally speaking, 

people do not choose who they work with, whereas in social and intimate 

relationships there is considerable choice regarding the extent of involvement 

with others.  

In addition, work interactions are structured through complex socially 

established role expectations and rules for appropriate behaviour.  Encounters 

with coworkers, subordinates, and superiors each have different rules. Common 

to all of these relationships is the expectation that communicators will endeavor  

to maintain the relationship with the other person (Rakos, 1991; Wilson & 

Gallois, 1993).  There are also specific rules about interacting with people who 

have more or less power/status in the organisation. For example, it is likely that 

resolving a misunderstanding with a manager is likely to be more difficult than 

with a subordinate. Subordinates who have previously expended considerable 

effort to maintain an optimal relationship with their supervisor are likely to fare 

better in adverse circumstances (Waldron, 1991).  That is, their supervisors are 
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likely to be less threatened by upward influence attempts, more sympathetic to 

excuses for performance deficits, and more supportive of protests over  

workplace injustices (Waldron, 1991). 

An alternative explanation for varying degrees of difficulty in some 

situations is that, in work settings specifically, there are strict ‘rules’ governing 

the expression or display of emotions (Fineman, 1993; Hochschild, 1983;  

Putnam & Mumby, 1993).  This may contribute to the difficulty of some 

situations, as employees attempt to control, regulate, or hide their felt emotions 

for fear of ongoing consequences (Pugliesi, 1999).  These consequences may be 

personal (for example, embarrassment, loss of ‘face’), interpersonal (affecting 

the relationship with the other person), or structural (influencing perceptions 

about the employee’s ability to manage stress, communicate effectively, and this 

may in turn influence promotional opportunities).  

A further explanation for the difficulty is that it arises from having more 

than one goal to achieve from the interaction (Greene & Geddes, 1993; Greene 

& Lindsay, 1989).  Socially appropriate communication in ongoing relationships 

involves some degree of mutual obligation or concern for both self and others 

(Rakos, 1991), and these obligations sometimes require the enactment of 

contradictory behavioural strategies.  

Three possible explanations for the difficulty of certain work situations 

have been postulated here: the rules about communicating with others of varying 

status in ongoing, interdependent relationships; the emphasis on controlling the 

expression of emotion in the workplace; and the pursuit of multiple goals in the  
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encounter. However, the questions, ‘what types of situations are the most 

difficult for people to manage at work?’ and, second, ‘what makes these 

situations more difficult than other types of situation?’, have not been addressed 

in previous research or theoretical literature. Although it is possible to speculate 

on the question of what makes situations difficult, it is fruitless without first 

identifying the types of situations that most people find difficult to manage.  

 

Coping, Response Strategies, and Outcome of the Situation 

In applying cognitive appraisal theory to the context of difficult 

communication encounters at work, it is important to understand the concept of 

response strategies. What do we know about response strategies, and what is the 

array of responses available in the context of particular difficult situations at 

work? In Folkman and Lazarus’ model the equivalent concept to response 

strategies is coping.  According to Folkman et al. (1986), coping is the cognitive 

and behavioural efforts to manage external and internal demands that are 

appraised as taxing or exceeding the person’s resources, or in other words, are 

causing stress. The Ways of Coping Questionnaire (Folkman & Lazarus, 1988b) 

provides a classification of types of coping strategies in response to stressful 

events, and describes eight types of coping response (confrontative coping, 

distancing, self-controlling, seeking social support, accepting responsibility, 

escape-avoidance, planful problem-solving, and positive reappraisal).  

In Folkman and Lazarus’ view, coping is a process that must be 

examined in the context of a specific stressful encounter and must be defined  
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independently of its outcome.  Coping refers to efforts to manage the demands 

of the situation, regardless of the success of those efforts (Folkman, 1984).    

This is distinct from other conceptualisations, for example psychodynamic 

theories, that suggest that certain coping responses, for example, denial, are 

poorer than other approaches.  Folkman (1984) argued that the theoretical 

separation of coping efforts from their outcomes is necessary if the coping 

construct is to be used to predict the outcome. 

If the definition of coping is applied to the current investigation, the 

implication is that response strategies must be investigated with reference to the 

context, and viewed separately from the outcome of the situation. However,  

there is no taxonomy analogous to the Ways of Coping Questionnaire in the 

domain of communication. In order to understand how difficult communication 

situations and appraisal of these situations influences the choice of response 

strategies, it is important to understand the range of response choices available.  

In accordance with Folkman and Lazarus’ theoretical model, we must  

understand response strategies within the context of interpersonal  

communication.  A systematic exploration of response strategies relevant to the 

domain of difficult communication encounters would allow a theoretical 

comparison with the coping strategies previously identified and an assessment of 

the applicability of cognitive appraisal to this new domain.  Two issues require 

clarification in relation to response strategies.  The first refers to the terminology  

used in this thesis, and the second refers to the comparison of response strategies 

to coping.  It should be noted that the term ‘response strategies’ refers to more  
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than the specific behaviours expressed (i.e., verbal and non-verbal content).  

These behaviours are the overt manifestations of the response, but the strategy 

includes cognitive and affective elements as well.  Consider, for example, the 

strategy of avoidance.  There is a behavioural component (e.g., not engaging in 

dialogue, minimal expression, non-expressive non-verbal behaviour), as well as 

cognitive/affective components (e.g., refusing to think about the situation, 

suppressing feelings about the interaction). The view that is adopted in this thesis 

is that response strategies refer to what is expressed, but, more importantly, to  

the approach or stance adopted by the communicator.   

With reference to the second point, it is important to note that it is not 

assumed that response strategies are the same as coping.  Coping processes are 

complex and serve different purposes than do responses to a difficult 

communication encounter.  In the same way that we cannot consider all difficult 

situations to be stressful, neither can we consider all responses to them to equate 

to ‘coping’.   Rather, in terms of applying the transactional model to difficult 

communication, response strategies are an analogous construct, that may  

function in a similar way to coping strategies. 

A better understanding of how these response strategies have an impact 

on the outcome of the encounter would provide a useful contribution to theory 

and practice.  An assessment of the outcome of the encounter, as either 

positively or negatively affecting the ongoing relationship with the other person, 

the resolution of the problem, and short-term and long-term satisfaction with the  
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encounter, all provide insight into the effectiveness of certain response 

strategies. 

 

Cognitive Appraisal of Difficult Communication Situations 

A transactional approach to examining the complex interrelationship 

between within-person variables and situational context variables has the 

potential to provide a better understanding of why people choose certain 

response strategies over others. It was the relationship between the person and 

the environment that was important to the current investigation.  There were two 

important questions guiding the current research program.  The first question 

was, can the theoretical model offered by Folkman and Lazarus be applied to the 

context of difficult communication; in other words, is appraisal a useful 

construct for understanding difficult communication situations at work?  

The second question underpinning this research was, what is the nature 

of this relationship?  More specifically, does appraisal predict the use of 

particular response strategies?  Does the appraisal of the situation, or the 

response strategies selected to manage it, or both, predict a satisfactory 

situational outcome, and if so, does appraisal or do response strategies moderate 

or mediate that relationship? Moderating variables are said to affect the direction 

and/or strength of the relationship between the predictor and criterion variables.  

According to Baron and Kenny (1986), moderators function as independent 

variables that are causally equal to other independent variables under 

consideration.  A moderation hypothesis is supported if there is an interaction  
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between independent and moderator variables (Baron & Kenny, 1986).  

Alternatively, a variable may be described as a mediator to the extent that it 

accounts for the relationship between the predictor and criterion, and the 

predictor is usually antecedent to the mediator (Baron & Kenny, 1986).  Most 

importantly, a mediation hypothesis is supported when the relationship between 

the predictor and criterion is significantly reduced, following control of the 

presumptive mediating variable (Baron & Kenny, 1986).  

According to the theoretical model proposed by Folkman and Lazarus, 

both appraisal and coping are mediators between an environmental event and an 

emotional response (Lazarus et al., 1980).  These mediating variables, in their 

view, are generated within the stressful encounter and change the original 

relationship between the antecedent and the outcome variable (Folkman & 

Lazarus, 1991).  In one study, Folkman and Lazarus (1988a) investigated 

whether coping mediates the emotional response in stressful encounters.  

Participants reported a recently experienced stressful or emotional encounter in 

an interview, and rated the extent to which they used certain coping strategies 

provided in the Ways of Coping Questionnaire, and also the extent to which they 

experienced a number of emotions.  The findings supported the hypothesis that 

coping mediates emotion in stressful encounters.  Four types of coping (planful-

problem-solving, positive reappraisal, confrontative coping, and distancing) 

were strongly associated with changes in the four types of emotion included in 

the investigation (disgust and anger, pleasure and happiness, confidence, and 

worry and fear).   
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Similarly, Folkman et al. (1986) found that coping was strongly related 

to cognitive appraisal, and that coping was differentially related to satisfactory 

and unsatisfactory encounter outcomes.  In this investigation Folkman et al. 

concluded that, in addition to appraisal influencing coping, coping may also 

influence the person’s appraisal and reappraisal of the stressful event and what 

the coping options are.  The authors noted that questions about causality are 

difficult to answer with reference to a retrospective design.  It has also been 

suggested that coping is a moderator to the extent that appraisal, and the coping 

which follows it, varies between individuals, and this variation moderates the 

stress-outcome relationship (Cox & Ferguson, 1991).  Baron and Kenny (1986) 

emphasise that the concepts of mediation and moderation are distinct, despite the 

fact than many researchers use the terms interchangeably.  Although it is 

possible that the same variable may serve as both a mediator and a moderator 

(Baron & Kenny, 1986; Judd, Kenny & McClelland, 2001), it is preferable that 

researchers make clear whether they are testing a moderator or mediator model.  

The previous findings of research conducted by Folkman and Lazarus indicate 

that coping mediates the relationship between appraisal and outcome.  If the 

cognitive appraisal model proposed by Folkman and Lazarus can be applied to 

the current research, this suggests that (a) appraisal predicts the choice of 

response strategies; (b) that appraisal predicts the outcome of the situation; and 

(c) response strategies mediate the relationship between appraisal of the difficult 

situation, and the outcome of the situation.  In addition, an area that has not been  
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researched previously is the question of whether the appraisal of the situation 

differs according to the type of difficult situation. 

 

Summary and Focus of the Current Research 

The current research program explored the ways in which appraisal of a 

difficult communication encounter influences choice of response strategy, and in 

turn, how these strategies have an impact on the outcome of the situation. The 

application of cognitive appraisal processes to difficult communication may 

increase our understanding of the ways in which individuals make decisions 

about how to behave when communicating in work settings.  Interpersonal 

competence across a range of difficult situations may be illuminated and 

enhanced with a better understanding of appraisal processes. The influence of 

appraisal processes on strategic choices may help to explain why people do not 

manage difficult situations effectively, despite the fact that they are equipped 

with adequate knowledge and skill, as well as motivation to perform 

competently. It is important to note that this was not an investigation of the 

influence of affect on appraisal of events.  Neither was the focus specifically on 

the emotions elicited from the presence of particular appraisal variables, as is the 

aim of many cognitive appraisal theorists.  Rather, the question guiding this 

research was, can cognitive appraisal theory be applied in the context of difficult 

communication?  This brings together the two related but previously 

independently researched areas of interpersonal communication and cognitive 

appraisal theory. 



32 

Overview of the Research Design 

The primary focus of the current research program was an exploration of 

the ways in which cognitive appraisal of difficult face-to-face episodes influences 

selection of response strategies and subsequent outcomes. The design of this 

research was an exploration of the ‘person-environment’ transaction, within the 

context of communication at work.  Reference to a transaction implies that these 

processes occur neither solely in the individual, nor solely in the environment,  

but in the relationship between the two.  The first two studies (Studies 1 and 2)  

in this program of research were focused on exploring the ‘environment’ side of 

the dynamic.  Study 1 was an investigation of the ‘difficult’ face-to-face 

communication situations people encounter in their work.  In this study, the  

most difficult and demanding types of situations were generated through a 

search of the literature, qualitative interviews, and survey data.  The aim of this 

study was to identify those situations that people find most demanding at work, 

and begin to understand where the difficulty lies.  In Study 2, these difficult 

situations were further explored with reference to their underlying dimensions, 

and multidimensional scaling techniques were used to represent the ‘dimensional 

space’ of difficult communication at work.  Studies 1 and 2 are described in 

Chapter 2.   

The focus of the next two studies was on the ‘person’ element of person-

environment, in that they investigated how appraisal could be applied to 

interpersonal communication  situations, and the array of response choices that 

people have available to them when faced with these situations. The  
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identification of suitable measures of appraisal and response strategies were the 

focus of Studies 3 and 4. The development of a measure of primary appraisal 

was the aim of Study 3, and the identification of a measure of response strategies 

was the focus of Study 4.  These two studies are described in Chapter 3.   

The final study (Study 5) was an investigation of the influence of 

appraisal on choice of response strategy in difficult situations.  Using the 

appraisal and response strategies measures developed in Studies 3 and 4, and 

selected difficult communication situations identified in Study 1, the relationship 

between appraisal of the situation, choice of response strategy, and outcome of 

the situation was explored.  This study is described in Chapter 4.  As the studies 

that are described in each chapter are discrete studies, independent from those 

described in other chapters, a review of the literature pertaining to each study is 

included in the introduction of each chapter. A discussion of the major findings, 

limitations of the research, and directions for future investigations is presented in 

Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 
 

IDENTIFICATION AND DIMENSIONALITY OF  
DIFFICULT SITUATIONS AT WORK 

 

The studies reported in this chapter represented a significant departure 

from previous studies reported in the communication literature, in so far as they 

were designed to explore the salient characteristics that make face-to-face 

communication situations in work settings ‘difficult’ or demanding.  Previous 

organisational behaviour researchers have placed considerable emphasis upon the 

interactors’ personalities, differing styles of handling conflict, personal style, or 

differences in perception. For example, theories of interpersonal conflict in the 

workplace generally focus either on conflict-management styles or intentions, or 

on dispute resolution processes (Blake & Mouton, 1964; Thomas, 1976). 

Similarly, the performance appraisal and feedback literature has traditionally 

emphasised the appraiser’s competence, cognitive schemata, subordinates’ 

perceptions of fairness, and other perceptual differences between raters and 

subordinates.  The popular literature, too, is replete with guides for ways of 

‘managing the difficult boss’ or ‘dealing with difficult people’, together with 

descriptions of difficult ‘types’ such as ‘snipers’, ‘exploders’, ‘bulldozers’ 

(Benfari, 1999; Bernstein, 1989; Bramson, 1981; Cavanagh, 1985; Matejka, 

Dodd-McCue, & Ashworth, 1988; Mendleson & Mendleson, 1996; Nixon, 1993; 

Solomon, 1990).  This literature pays close attention to diversity issues, 

differences in personality types, and personal preferences to describe and explain 

how to deal with a ‘difficult’ other.   
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The personal styles approach to explicating difficult interpersonal 

communication has been the dominant approach in both scholarly and applied 

arenas for many years.  However, this approach addresses only one part of the 

person-environment fit, and there has been insufficient attention given to the 

nature of the contexts that employees encounter in their day-to-day working lives, 

and the characteristics that make these contexts difficult to manage.  Indeed, there 

is little research or theorising that explores the ‘difficulty’ inherent in face-to-face 

communication interactions in work contexts. 

Interpersonal communication is recognised as a multidimensional skill 

applied in situationally-specific ways (Miller, Cody, & McLauglin, 1994;  

Rakos, 1991; Wilson & Gallois, 1993). It is therefore important to gather 

empirical data about interpersonal behaviour in its situational context.  The 

situation is considered to be a fundamental construct in interpersonal 

communication research (Miller et al., 1994).  However, there are various 

definitions and taxonomies regarding the construct.  Miller et al. (1984) 

described several limitations to these traditional definitions and sought to 

reevaluate the way researchers have typically construed situations in research.   

For example, most definitions assume that there are two or more individuals 

physically present in a particular setting, and the start and end point is defined in 

terms of the physical arrival and departure of the participants.  Miller et al.  

argued that in some circumstances (for example, a relationship breakup) the 

situation may begin before the physical interaction (as one party attempts to 

prepare the other participant), and may not be over when the interaction ceases.  
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The situation may commence with a series of events prior to the breakup 

encounter, such as plan-making and experiencing emotions.  In addition, 

situations can be identical at a superficial level, but different at a psychological 

level.  The meaning of the situation depends on the individual’s perspective 

and activated cognitions, and can change over the course of the interaction, 

even for the same individual. Miller et al. (1994) argued for a more dynamic 

representation of situations that reconsiders temporal start and end points, and a 

more useful, universal level of abstraction that transcends meaning and 

perspective. Miller et al. conceded that we are some way from arriving at such 

a definition that incorporates an understanding of people, emotions, settings, 

meaning, and relationships.   

For the purposes of the current research, it was useful to conceptualise 

the situation in three ways, as proposed by Pervin (1978):  who is involved, 

where the action takes place, and what activities are involved.  With reference to 

‘who’ and ‘where’, the focus of the present research was face-to-face 

communication in work settings.  It was assumed that there are two participants 

involved, and their relationship to each other is limited to those typically found 

in work settings (e.g., superior, subordinate, colleague, customer), and not 

personal relationships (e.g., friend, spouse).  With reference to ‘what’ activities 

are involved, the focus was limited to face-to-face interactions that participants 

in this research found ‘difficult’ or demanding in some way. 

The current study had two aims.  The first was to identify the types of 

face-to-face communication situations that people find difficult to manage at  
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work. A systematic exploration of this kind had not been conducted previously.  

The second aim was to investigate the ways in which these stressful encounters 

are construed; that is, the ways in which these situations are similar to, and 

different from each other, and the key dimensions that people use to differentiate 

one type of difficult situation from another?  Put another way, the concern was 

with the underlying structure or dimensionality of the ways that these stressful 

situations are perceived.   

The dimensional structure of interpersonal communication has been 

researched previously, but the findings have not been consistent.  This may be 

partly due to the absence of a focus on specific situational contexts in the design 

of many of these studies.  For example, Wish, Deutsch, and Kaplan (1976) 

sought to reveal the fundamental dimensions underlying perceptions of 

interpersonal relations in general.  Participants rated their own and typical or 

role relationships on several bipolar scales, for example, ‘very cooperative versus 

very competitive’, ‘important versus unimportant to the people involved’.  

Multidimensional scaling analyses yielded four dimensions, which the authors 

labeled ‘friendly versus competitive and hostile’, ‘equal versus unequal’,  

‘intense versus superficial’, and ‘socioemotional and informal versus task- 

oriented and formal’.  In a subsequent study investigating the dimensionality of  

speech acts, Wish, D’Andrade, and Goodnow (1980) replicated the earlier  

finding of four dimensions, but they applied different labels to them.  The four  

dimensions were renamed ‘ascendancy’ (equal vs unequal), ‘evaluation’ (friendly  

vs hostile), ‘task orientation’ (socioemotional vs task-oriented), and ‘arousal’ 
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(intense vs superficial). Wish et al. (1980) emphasised the close 

correspondence between the findings of the two studies, and between these 

findings and those of other researchers in the areas of personality and 

interpersonal relations.  However, Wish et al. (1980) drew together dimensions 

without providing a clear explanation of the similarity between the constructs.  

For example, the ‘friendly versus competitive and hostile’ dimension is 

described as similar to concepts such as ‘positive versus negative’ and ‘social 

desirability’.  Similarly, they described the ‘intense versus superficial’ 

dimension as an appropriate descriptor for dyadic communication, but 

suggested that it has a different meaning when applied to a single individual.  

Wish et al. (1980) renamed this dimension ‘arousal’ because, they suggested, it 

is frequently found in investigations of affect and emotion.  Overall, their 

research findings are somewhat abstract because they refer to interpersonal 

relations broadly, rather than specific types  of relationships or situations. 

Similarly, in attempting to synthesise research in relation to the global 

perception of situations, Miller et al. (1994) described six factors that are 

significant in the perception of situations.  The criterion for inclusion in their 

synthesis was that the factors had been found by at least two different 

researchers.  These six factors were intimacy, friendliness, pleasantness, 

apprehension, involvement, and dominance.  However, as Miller et al. pointed 

out, these provide a minimally adequate account of situation perception generally 

and, in specific situations, there are probably other relevant factors.  The findings 

of Wish et al. (1976, 1980) and those described by Miller et al. (1994)  
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highlight the need to consider research in more specific domains or situational 

contexts. 

Falbo and Peplau (1980) focused their study on power strategies used in 

intimate relationships.  They found two dimensions, one concerning the extent to 

which strategies were ‘direct’ (ranging from direct to indirect), and the other the 

extent to which strategies were ‘interactive’ (ranging from unilateral to  

bilateral). Their research used both heterosexual and homosexual samples, with 

equal gender distributions in each.  Gender had a significant impact on power 

strategies only in the heterosexual sample, with males more likely to report the  

use of bilateral and direct strategies (e.g., persuasion and bargaining), and  

females more likely to report using unilateral and indirect strategies (e.g., 

withdrawal and expressing negative affect). Falbo and Peplau  (1980) suggested 

that this may be due to women perceiving themselves to be influencing their 

partner from a weaker or subordinate position.  They noted that bilateral and 

direct strategies are used not only by men, but also by people who prefer and 

perceive themselves to have greater power than their partner. 

The underlying structure of conflict communication has been well-

documented.  The two-dimensional model of conflict management originally 

proposed by Blake and Mouton (1964) and subsequently developed by other 

researchers (e.g., Rahim, 1983; Thomas & Kilmann, 1974; see Nicotera, 1993) 

has dominated the conflict literature for several decades. More recent research 

has looked beyond this basic taxonomy of ‘concern for people’ and ‘concern for 

production’.  Nicotera criticised the two-dimensional model, finding the  
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definitions of the dimensions ambiguous and managerially-biased towards 

achieving harmony at all costs, while suppressing open controversy.  Further, 

she noted that the dimensions may not be representative of the behavioural 

choices of individuals, and may limit exploration of variations beyond the two 

dimensions.  Participants in her study were asked to write an account of the last 

conflict that they had been involved in at work.  They described the conflict, 

their behaviour, and their feelings, including what was said and done by each 

party in initial encounters and subsequent interactions.  Adopting a grounded 

theory approach to data analysis, Nicotera (1993) conceptualised the emergent 

themes in three dimensions:  (a) attention to one’s own view, (b) attention to the 

other’s view, and (c) emotional/relational valence.  The first two dimensions are 

‘issue’ dimensions and specify the content of the communication, whereas the 

third dimension is a ‘relational’ dimension and specifies the character of the 

interaction (either disruptive or non-disruptive to the relationship).  These 

findings are partly consistent with research by Pinkley (1990) and Pinkley and 

Northcraft (1994) regarding the dimensionality of frames of reference with 

respect to conflict situations.  Pinkley’s research has consistently found three 

dimensions: relationship versus task, emotional versus intellectual, and 

compromise versus win.  

Although there is some consistency in the findings of the studies 

reviewed, the discrepancies are noteworthy and symptomatic of the range of 

communication contexts explored by researchers (i.e., intimate relationships, 

interpersonal relations generally, power and conflict).  Only the work of  
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Nicotera (1993) focused specifically on interpersonal conflict in organisational 

settings.  Moreover, the grounded theory approach she adopted is particularly 

relevant, given the importance of studying interpersonal communication in its 

situational context.  The current research aimed to explore systematically 

difficult or stressful communication in work contexts.  Despite the inconsistent 

findings of previous research, certain patterns of dimensions were expected to be 

revealed in the current research.  For example, to the extent that conflict is 

inherent in many stressful interpersonal encounters, dimensional constructs 

similar to those described by Nicotera (1993) and Pinkley (1990) were expected.  

It was further expected that because unequal power relationships are frequently 

part of formal work contexts, the dimensions identified in the present study may 

also accord with those reported by Falbo and Peplau (1980).   

In the current research, two studies were conducted to investigate the 

domain of difficult situations at work.  Study 1 sought to identify the range of 

difficult or stressful face-to-face communication situations that people encounter 

in their working lives.  A grounded theory approach to data gathering was 

adopted, as empirical work in this area has not been conducted previously.  Two 

methods of data collection (interviews and questionnaire) were used to generate 

a range of situations.  The qualitative data were analysed by expert raters and 

provided stimulus materials for the second study.  The aim of Study 2 was to 

explore the underlying structure of the difficult communication situations 

identified in the first study, and to describe the ways in which the situations were 

similar to, and different from, each other.  The data were analysed using  
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multidimensional scaling (Kruskal & Wish, 1978), which provides a 

representation of the situation in dimensional space and allows exploration of the 

ways in which people perceive these situations. 

  The research was designed to assist understanding of difficult face-to-

face communication situations in work settings in three important ways.  First, it 

was planned to shed light on a much neglected area of communication and 

psychological research, in that it focused on the difficulty inherent in certain 

situational encounters, rather than on personality, style or other individual 

difference variables.  This may be useful for future research that aims to explore 

why people with adequate skill and motivation to communicate well are 

ineffective communicators in certain situations.  Second, the research examined 

the specific domain of stressful face-to-face communication encounters, rather 

than work stress more generally.  Dewe (1993) found that interpersonal 

relationships, including difficult colleague relationships, perceived inconsistency 

in management style, and demanding client relationships were among the most 

frequently identified stressful situations, and are therefore a source of work 

stress worthy of further investigation.  Third, the examination of the underlying 

structure of these difficult situations was expected to provide some insight into 

the ways in which people perceive and construe these encounters, and on what 

dimensions or aspects people see similarity and difference among them. 

Comparison with previous research provided information about the stability of 

the dimensions revealed. 
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Study 1: Identification of Difficult Face-to-Face Communication Situations 

Overview 

The aim of this study was to identify a range of difficult or stressful face-

to-face communication situations people encounter at work.  As there has been 

very little systematic investigation of this domain conducted previously, an 

empirical approach to data gathering was utilised.  Two methods of data 

collection were used:  survey and focused interview. ‘Triangulation’, or 

collecting data using a combination of different techniques, allows the 

deficiencies of any one method to be overcome by capitalising on individual 

strengths of multiple methods, and triangulation is generally regarded as a means 

of enhancing validity and decreasing bias (Erlandson, Harris, Skipper, & Allen, 

1993; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Minichiello, Aroni, Timewell, & Alexander, 

1995).  In the current study, data gathered by survey (65 male and 110 female 

participants) and by focused interviews with (10 male and 11 female 

participants) were subsequently compared to relevant literature. 

The sample comprised mostly university students who participated in the 

research for extra course credit.  A significant limitation of convenience 

sampling is that it may not adequately represent the population from which it is 

drawn  However, this limitation must be balanced against the advantages of 

including a wide range of industries and occupation types in the sample, and the 

ease and inexpense of gathering data using this method.  The target population 

was men and women who were currently employed with a minimum of six 

months of employment experience. Emphasis was placed on gathering data from  



 44

a broad range of occupations and industries, from participants who met the criteria 

of employment experience. 

Method 

Survey 

Participants.  A total of 175 participants (65 male participants and 110 

female participants) completed the survey as part of a larger research project.   All 

participants were enrolled in a first-year psychology course at a Brisbane 

university and received extra course credit for their participation.  The average age 

of the participants was 20.7 years (SD = 5.8).  Males’ mean age was 21.0 years, 

SD = 5.4, and females’ mean age was 20.5 years, SD = 6.1), and all had a 

minimum of 6 months work experience. 

On average, the survey participants had 1.67 years of full-time work 

experience (SD = 4.5; the mean for males was 1.82, SD = 4.4, and for females was 

1.58 years, SD = 4.5).  The mean number of years of part-time work experience 

was 2.12 years (SD = 1.0; the mean for males was 1.79 years, SD = 1.8 and 2.45 

years, SD = .96 for females). Participants gained their work experience in various 

industries, including retail sales and customer service (26.9%), hospitality 

(18.3%), administration and information technology (10.9%), health and 

community care (5.7%), and teaching (3.4%).  The remaining 34.8% of the 

sample did not describe their current work experience. 

With reference to supervisory experience, 67.4% of participants had no 

experience, and 12.5% had less than 6 months experience.  A further 10.8% of 

participants had between 6 to 12 months experience and 9.7% had ‘a number of  
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years’ of supervisory experience.  Of those participants who had a number of 

years of experience in a supervisory role, the average number of years was 4.88 

years. 

Procedure.  Participants were presented with the question: “Reflect back 

on your experiences at work in current or previous jobs, and provide us with a 

list of face to face situations which you have experienced as being difficult to 

manage, or tense or problematic in some way: these could be situations between 

colleagues, with your manager or a customer.”  Below this question, 

participants were prompted to list situations that they had themselves 

experienced as difficult, and second, to list difficult situations that they had 

observed others experiencing.  A total of 636 responses were provided, with 426 

of these reflecting the participants’ own experiences.  The remaining 210 

responses were provided in relation to difficult situations that participants had 

observed others experiencing.  

Focused Interviews 

The interviews were conducted by a single investigator using a focused  

or semi-structured interview protocol. The content of the interview was focused 

on issues relating to difficult, stressful or demanding face-to-face communication 

situations in work contexts. However, using a semi-structured approach to 

interviewing allowed  some flexibility in the type of questioning, if further 

explanation or elaboration of the content was required from the participant 

(Minichiello et al., 1995).   
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The number of interviews conducted was determined by the amount of 

new information revealed through this data collection process. This is similar to 

reaching a point of data collection that Lincoln and Guba (1985) described as the 

‘saturation of categories’.  That is, data collection using interviews ceased when 

three consecutive interviews did not yield difficult situations that were 

substantially different from those situations identified in previous interviews. At 

this point, “continuing data collection produces tiny increments of new 

information in comparison to the effort expended to get them” (Lincoln & Guba, 

1985, p.350). A copy of the interview protocol is presented in Appendix A.   

Participants.  Individual face-to-face interviews were conducted with 10 

male and 11 female participants. Nine of these participants were students 

completing a first-year psychology course at one of two Brisbane universities 

who participated in the interviews for extra course credit.  The remaining 12 

participants were recruited using the researcher’s professional network, and were 

selected on the basis of having a minimum of one year full-time work 

experience, preferably with some experience in a supervisory role, either in their 

current or previous positions.  The age range of the participants was 19 to 56 

years with a mean age of 29.7 years (SD=10.9).  The amount of full-time work 

experience ranged from one year to 23 years, (the mean was 5.9 years, 

SD=6.8).  Five participants also had previously been in part-time employment 

and the mean number of years was 2.6.  Eight participants had supervisory 

experience, with an average of 3.9 years experience in supervisory roles.  The 

participants current work represented a variety of industries including 
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manufacturing, professional services, defence forces, hospitality, retail, and 

administration.   

Procedure.  The participants were telephoned to arrange a suitable time 

and venue for the interview.  The interviewer explained to each participant the 

purpose of the research, provided examples of the kinds of questions that would 

be asked during the interview, and explained that the interview would require 

approximately one to 1½ hours.  The interviewer also explained that the 

responses provided would be treated as confidential, that the participant’s 

anonymity would be maintained, and that the participant could withdraw at any 

time during the interview process.   

Interviews were conducted either in the participant’s own office, or, in 

the case of the university participants, in a room on the university campus. At 

the beginning of each interview, the interviewer again provided a brief 

explanation of the purpose and process of the interview.  The interviewer 

requested some demographic information from the interviewee (age, current 

position, name and type of organisation, how many years in the workforce, and 

how much supervisory experience).  The interview commenced with a general, 

open-ended question (for example, “Can we begin with you telling me about 

your work here at…”).  The interviewer then ‘funnelled’ with each subsequent 

question (Minichiello et al., 1995).  Interviewees were encouraged to describe a 

face-to-face communication situation they had experienced in any work setting, 

preferably one that had occurred in their current or recent workplace, and that 

they had found difficult or stressful in some way.  If the content of the situation  
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was not work-related, or did not involve face-to-face communication between 

two or more interactants, at an appropriate moment the interviewer requested the 

interviewee discuss a different situation which met these criteria.  Probing 

questions were used to clarify and elicit additional detail.  The interview was 

terminated when the time allocated to the interview had elapsed and the 

interviewee had completed his or her description of a difficult situation and had 

no further information to add.  Detailed notes taken during the interview were 

finalised immediately upon completion. 

Results and Discussion 

Analysis 
 

Coding the data.  The survey data were transferred to a data table that 

contained demographic information about each participant (participant 

identification, gender, age, amount and type of work experience, and faculty and 

course information).  Responses to the stimulus items for each participant were 

transcribed verbatim into the data table.  All 636 responses were transcribed in 

this way.  

With reference to interview data, a total of 49 responses describing 

difficult situations were recorded.  Information provided by participants 

regarding the type of difficult situation, and the reasons that the situation was 

difficult, were transcribed into a separate data table that also contained 

demographic information about each participant (participant identification, 

gender, age, amount and type of work experience, and faculty and course  
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information).  The responses for each participant were transcribed using words 

and phrases that the participant had used during the interview.  

The method for coding raw data from the survey and interviews was 

identical.  An inductive coding strategy was utilised to develop suitable codes 

for classifying the data (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  This technique involved 

assigning a category label to each response which best described the meaning of 

the response. Then, the category labels were reviewed and, where appropriate, a 

more abstract or higher order category was applied to several observations 

(Miles & Huberman, 1994; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  The category labels  

related to the type of difficult situation described in the response.  For example, 

the response ‘not feeling comfortable telling a colleague she is doing something 

incorrectly’ was initially coded as ‘giving negative feedback to a colleague’. 

This approach to coding the data sought to ensure that the analysis was 

empirically grounded.  Thirty-four responses from the raw data set (both survey 

and interview data) could not be coded because the content was ambiguous, 

idiosyncratic, unrelated to the workplace, or did not clearly depict a face-to-face 

communication encounter.   

Once the responses were coded, they were sorted into like categories and 

compared.  This method is recommended by Lincoln and Guba (1985) to justify 

the inclusion of each observation in the category and to render the category set 

internally consistent.  At the end of this process, the categories were examined 

for overlap (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  
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A total of 63 categories of difficult situations was found through analysis 

of the survey and interview data.  These situations were further classified into 

four groups:  situations which were difficult for (a) superiors (15); (b)  

colleagues (4);  (c) subordinates (17);  and (d) generically difficult situations 

(27).  Those situations identified as ‘generically’ difficult were situations that 

any person may find difficult and would be likely to encounter in the workplace, 

regardless of their status or position.   

Literature search.  The list of 63 categories of difficult situations was 

compared with relevant scholarly literature to ensure it covered the domain of 

difficult face-to-face communication situations in work settings 

comprehensively.  A literature search was conducted using PsycINFO from 1970 

onwards, to identify any published research in relation to types of difficult face-

to-face communication. A keyword search was performed using broad search 

terms including ‘difficult’, ‘stressful’, ‘demanding’, ‘problematic’, ‘barriers’, 

‘assertive’ ‘face-to-face’, ‘communication’, ‘work’, and all relevant 

combinations of these terms.  The search yielded very little research specifically 

describing types of difficult communication.  From the assertiveness literature, 

Cooley (1979) identified 26 skill areas that are of greatest interest to 

assertiveness trainees.  Those situations which were work-related, or could 

potentially occur in the workplace (e.g., ‘giving supervisory criticism to people 

at work’, and ‘being assertive with people who demand personal favours’) were 

added to the list.  Assertiveness situations which were not work-related (for 

example, ‘expressing feelings of love, affection and tenderness’, or ‘being 
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assertive with people who request that you donate time or money to a worthy 

cause’) were not added to the list.  More recently, Smith-Jentsch, Salas, and 

Baker (1996), in their investigation of performance-related assertiveness in 

teams, used six scripted conflict situations (‘providing performance feedback to 

a team member’, ‘addressing perceived ambiguities and potential problems in 

performance’, ‘stating and maintaining opinions’, ‘offering potential solutions’, 

‘initiating actions’, and ‘offering and requesting assistance when needed’).  

These six situations, together with 16 work-related assertiveness situations 

identified by Cooley, were added to the 63 categories of difficult situations 

identified through the survey and interviews, resulting in a final list of 85 

difficult situations.  A full list of the situations identified by Cooley, and Smith-

Jentsch et al. are included in Appendix B. 

Review of situations by expert raters.   A panel of three expert raters with 

extensive experience in interpersonal skills research, teaching, and training 

reviewed the list of difficult situations  First, the frequency of nomination of the 

situations was used to eliminate situations that were not representative; that is, 

were unlikely to occur often.  Specifically, situations that had been nominated by 

three or fewer participants in the survey or interviews were eliminated.  Second, 

the raters reviewed the list for any overlap within the list of situations generated 

by the empirical data, and between these data and the situations described by 

Cooley (1979) and Smith-Jentsch et al. (1996).  The overlapping types of 

situations were re-worded in a more general way to incorporate all observations.  

For example, ‘being assertive with supervisors/superiors at work’ (Cooley,  
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1979), ‘telling your manager that you are not coping with the workload and 

require help’, and ‘telling your manager that work demands are unrealistic or 

inappropriate’ were combined to form ‘telling your manager that work demands 

or working conditions are unrealistic or inappropriate’.  The lower-order 

situations that were redundant through this process of recategorising were 

eliminated and the superordinate or higher-order situation remained on the list.  

The raters referred to the raw qualitative data to ensure that the intended 

meaning provided by the participants was represented.  The raters also examined 

the list to ensure that (a) the type of situation accurately represented the 

empirical data, and (b) the wording was easily comprehensible.  Through this 

process the list of 85 categories was reduced to 41 types of difficult situations.  

These 41 situations were those remaining on the list that the raters agreed could 

not be recategorised without diminishing the main content contained within the 

raw data.  

Of the 41 situations, 23 of the items were classified as generic difficult 

situations that could be encountered by any person in the workplace, regardless 

of status (e.g., ‘expressing a difference of opinion or disagreeing with 

someone’).  Three items were identified that pertained to colleagues only (e.g., 

‘giving feedback to someone on their work, or work directions to someone who 

is your colleague/equal’).  Five items were identified as difficult situations that 

would apply to subordinates (e.g., ‘telling your manager that work demands or 

working conditions are unrealistic or inappropriate’).  Ten items were identified 

as difficult situations that would be relevant to superiors only (e.g., ‘giving  
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feedback to a subordinate about their work performance’).  Finally, the edited 

list of 41 situations was again presented to the same panel of expert raters, who 

reviewed and edited the final list of difficult situations to ensure clarity.  The list 

of 41 difficult situations is presented in Table 2.1. 

 

Study 2:  Dimensionality of Difficult Face-to-Face Communication Situations 

Overview 

The aim of this study was to explore the dimensionality of the difficult 

face-to-face communication situations identified in Study 1, and was conducted 

in two phases.  In the first phase, 80 participants (40 male and 40 female) 

provided similarity ratings of each paired combination of situations.  This 

allowed analysis of the data using multidimensional scaling, a means of 

representing the proximity of situations in a dimensional space.  Following this 

internal analysis, further investigation of the dimensional space was conducted 

by way of external analyses in the second phase of the study. These external 

analyses comprised external unfolding and analysis of differences in mean 

ratings of the poles of each dimension. These external analyses were based on 

ratings of 31 (of the total of 41) situations provided by three separate samples in 

the second phase of the study.  The 10 difficult situations relevant to supervisors 

were not included because participants without supervisory or managerial 

experience could not rate these items.  The three samples were: a) 80  

participants (40 male; 40 female), who also participated in the first phase;  b) 61 

participants (12 male; 49 female); and c) 79 participants (18 male; 61 female).  
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Table 2.1 

List of Generic, Colleague, Subordinate, and Superior Types of Difficult 

Situations 

Generic difficult situations 
 
1. Expressing a difference of opinion or disagreeing with someone. 
2. Responding to someone who is angry, aggressive or verbally abusive. 
3. Responding to someone who is feeling emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 
4. Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a group or meeting. 
5. Asking for help or making requests of others. 
6. Saying ‘no’ to someone who asks for your assistance with a work task. 
7. Saying ‘no’ to someone who requests a personal favour. 
8. Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual advances. 
9. Responding to comments which you find offensive or socially inappropriate. 
10. Interacting with people who are sure they are right, or who don’t listen, or who attempt to push 

their views. 
11. Apologising to someone for an error you have made or for hurting/offending them. 
12. Trying to resolve a conflict or misunderstanding with another person in an ongoing work 

relationship. 
13. Mediating conflicts or disagreements between others at work. 
14. Responding to fair personal criticism or feedback. 
15. Responding to unfair criticism or blame. 
16. Communicating when you are feeling angry or resentful with the other person. 
17. Communicating when you are feeling emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed yourself. 
18. Interacting with people whom you perceive as ‘high powered’ or intimidating. 
19. Interacting with people who you think are being manipulative or have ‘hidden agendas’. 
20. Interacting with someone who you feel has let you down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 
21. Trying to influence people to see your point of view, when they see things very differently to 

you. 
22. Responding to snide or indirect comments or subtle passing remarks. 
23. Responding to someone who complains about or criticises another worker to you. 
 
Difficult Situations Relevant to Colleagues 
 
24. Giving feedback to someone on their work, or work directions to someone who is your 

colleague/equal. 
25. Receiving feedback on your work , or receiving work directions/instructions from someone who 

is your colleague/equal. 
26. Facing a colleague after you have reported their inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 
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Table 2.1 (cont.). 
Difficult Situations Relevant to Subordinates 
 
27. Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 

decision that they have made. 
28. Telling your manager that work demands or working conditions are unrealistic or inappropriate. 
29. Telling your manager that you don’t know how to perform a task, or that you have made a 

mistake. 
30. Responding to negative feedback or a reprimand from your manager. 
31. Trying to resolve competing work demands from two managers. 
 

Difficult Situations Relevant to Superiors 
 
32. Formally disciplining a subordinate. 
33. Giving feedback to a subordinate about their work performance. 
34. Dismissing an employee. 
35. Giving instructions to a subordinate who shows no respect for your authority. 
36. Giving instructions to a subordinate who is older or more experienced than you. 
37. Communicating an unpopular decision that you have made. 
38. Communicating a senior management decision that you personally disagree with. 
39. Addressing performance issues with someone who disputes your feedback. 
40. Addressing performance issues with someone who is distressed or vulnerable. 
41. Giving feedback to a subordinate about aspects of their personal behaviour. 
 

 

 

Method 

Part 1:  Dimensionality of Difficult Situations 

Participants.  Forty male and 40 female first year psychology students 

enrolled at one of two Brisbane universities received extra course credit for 

their participation in the study.  All participants were required to have at least 6 

months full-time or part-time work experience.  The participants ranged in age 

from 17 years to 58 years, with an average age of 29.5 years (SD=11.02), the 

range for females was from 17 to 50, with a mean age of 29 years (SD=11.13), 

and for males the ages ranged from 17 years to 58 years, with a mean of 30 

years (SD=11.03).  Duration of full-time work experience for females ranged 
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from 6 months to 10 years with a mean of 2.7 years of experience (SD=8.65),  

while part-time work experience ranged from 6 months to 35 years, with a mean 

of 7.6 years (SD=2.98).  For males, the duration of full-time work experience 

ranged from 6 months to 30 years, with a mean of 2.7 years of experience 

(SD=9.82), while part-time work experience ranged from 6 months to 37 years, 

with a mean of 9.1 years (SD=4.99).  Fifty participants (62.5%) had more than  

6 months experience as a supervisor, and 30 participants (37.5%) had less than 6 

months or no supervisory experience. 

Questionnaire.  The difficult situations identified in Study 1 were used  

as stimulus materials for this study.  Only the difficult situations described as 

relevant to subordinates, colleagues, and generic difficult situations were  

included (i.e., 31 difficult situations).   Items that related to difficult situations  

for superiors were not included in this questionnaire, as not all participants in  

the sample had supervisory experience.  Also, if the items for superiors were  

included, the questionnaire would have been very lengthy, and may have  

resulted in poor data quality. Using the 31 difficult situations, a 465-item paired  

comparison questionnaire was constructed, containing all possible paired 

combinations of the 31 difficult situations, presented in random order.  Due to 

the length of the questionnaire, it was divided into two parts and each participant 

completed either Version 1 (230 paired similarity items) or Version 2 (235 

paired similarity items).  Half of the sample (40 participants) completed Version 

1, and the other half of the sample (40 participants) completed Version 2.  A 

copy of both versions of the questionnaire is presented in Appendix C. 
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Procedure.  Participants rated each item pair for degree of similarity on a 

9-point scale, where 1 to 3 represented a judgement of ‘very similar’, 4 to 6 

represented a judgement of ‘moderate similarity’, and 7 to 9 represented a 

judgement of ‘very dissimilar’.   

Part 2:  Interpretation of Dimensionality of Difficult Situations 

Participants.  Three samples participated in this part of the study. All 

participants were required to have at least 6 months full-time or part-time work 

experience and completed this questionnaire as part of a larger research project.  

The first sample was the same group of participants who rated the paired 

similarity items (either Version 1 or Version 2 of the questionnaire) in Part 1 of 

this study.  

The second sample included 61 participants (12 male and 49 female) who 

ranged in age from 18 years to 48 years, with an average age of 26.9 years 

(SD=9.29), the range for females was from 18 to 48, with a mean age of 27.7 

years, SD=9.58, and for males the ages ranged from 18 years to 46 years, with  

a mean of 23.7 years (SD=7.51).  Duration of full-time work experience for 

females ranged from 6 months to 26 years with a mean of 5.5 years of  

experience (SD=6.88), while part-time work experience ranged from 6 months  

to 15 years, with a mean of 3.6 years (SD=3.29).  For males, the duration of 

full-time work experience ranged from 6 months to 27 years with a mean of 3.3 

years of experience (SD=7.79), while part-time work experience ranged from 6 

months to 6.5 years, with a mean of 2.8 years (SD=2.48). Twenty-eight 
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 participants (46.6%) had more than 6 months experience as a supervisor, and 32 

participants (53.3%) had less than 6 months or no supervisory experience.   

The third sample of 79 participants (18 males and 61 females) ranged in 

age from 18 years to 48 years, with an average age of 20.9 years (SD=5.53), 

(the range for females was from 17 to 46, with a mean age of  20.8 years, 

(SD=5.93), and for males the ages ranged from 18 years to 31 years, with a 

mean of 21.4 years (SD=4.00).  Duration of full-time work experience for 

females ranged from 6 months to 16.5 years with a mean of 1.2 years of 

experience (SD=2.96), while part-time work experience ranged from 6 months 

to 9 years, with a mean of 2.5 years (SD=1.86).  For males, the duration of  

full-time work experience ranged from 6 months to 9.5 years with a mean of 1.1 

years of experience (SD=2.47), while part-time work experience ranged from 6 

months to 8 years, with a mean of 2.6 years (SD=2.11).  Twelve participants 

(15.2%) had more than 6 months experience as a supervisor, and 67 participants 

(84.8%) had less than 6 months or no supervisory experience. 

Questionnaire and procedure.  Participants rated each of the 31 difficult 

situations on several aspects, using a nine-point scale, where 1 to 3 represented a 

judgement of ‘not at all difficult’, 4 to 6 represented a judgement of ‘moderate 

difficulty’, and 7 to 9 represented a judgement of ‘very difficult’. The  

descriptive anchors on the rating scales were specific to each item (e.g., ‘not at  

all difficult’ or ‘not at all frequently’).   

The first sample rated the list of 31 difficult situations on three items: (a) 

‘how difficult do you find these types of situations to manage effectively?’, (b)  
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‘how frequently do you encounter these situations at work?’ and (c) ‘to what 

extent do you feel you need to learn better ways of managing these situations?’.  

These items assessed the overall extent to which the situations were perceived as 

problematic.  The second sample rated each of the 31 situations on four items:  

(a) ‘how central or important to your job is each situation?’; (b) ‘how much does 

a good outcome depend on your behaviour?’; (c) ‘how much does a good 

outcome depend on the other person’s behaviour?’; and (d) ‘how direct are you 

in managing these situations?’.  These items assessed the situation in terms of 

the importance of managing the situations effectively.  The third sample rated 

each of the 31 situations on five items: (a) ‘how emotionally arousing is each of 

the situations?’;  (b) ‘how responsible do you feel for reaching a good 

outcome?’; (c) ‘how much control or influence do you feel you have?’; (d) ‘how 

much do you feel the need to focus on the other person’s needs?’; and (e) ‘how 

much do you feel the need to focus on your own needs?’.  These items assessed 

the situations in terms of control and responsibility (Lazarus, 1991), the 

regulation of emotional arousal, and focus on self or other.  All raw data are 

presented in Appendix D. 

Results and Discussion 

Analysis 

Multidimensional scaling (MDS) is a method of systematising data in areas 

where organising concepts and underlying dimensions are not well understood or 

developed. It also allows the spatial representation of objects; that is, objects 

which are judged to be similar to one another are close to each other on the  
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spatial map, and objects judged to be dissimilar are represented as points distant 

from one another (Schiffman, Reynolds, & Young, 1981). 

 In the current study, data from the paired similarities questionnaire were 

analysed using the classical model of multidimensional scaling.  In this model, a 

stimulus space is constructed which describes the stimuli based on similarity 

ratings across all participants, and is most appropriate when the emphasis is on 

collective rather than individual judgements (Kruskal & Wish, 1978).   

 The main aim of the current study was to explore how difficult situations 

are construed by people, and more importantly, participants’ shared perceptions  

of how these difficult situations are similar to, and different from, each other.  

The data were analysed using the ALSCAL program in SPSS, v.10.0.5.  This 

program uses a non-metric classical model of multidimensional scaling that 

assumes the data are ordinal and continuous.  A matrix of averaged similarity 

ratings was constructed for the MDS analysis.  Separate analyses of male and 

female participants’ responses were also conducted to determine if there were 

gender differences in perceptions of the similarity of the difficult situations.  A 

close examination of the output revealed that there were no discernable 

differences between the dimensions extracted or the configuration for the male 

and female groups, indicating the stability of the solution.  The data were then 

analysed for the combined sample of male and female participants, and it is the 

results of this combined analysis that are reported here. 

Dimensionality.  Selection of an optimal number of dimensions for the 

data is not a straightforward statistical procedure.  Similar to determining the  
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number of factors to be extracted in a factor analytic study, statistical and 

intuitive considerations are important in the choice of dimensionality (Fitzgerald 

& Hubert, 1987).  There are two major goodness-of-fit estimates that are 

typically used:  stress, and the squared multiple correlation.  Stress refers to the 

monotonic relation between the spatial distances and the data.  Stress equal to 

.00 indicates a perfect relationship, and therefore the larger the stress, the worse 

the fit between the data and the configuration.  Fitzgerald and Hubert (1987) 

suggested that stress values above .15 can be considered problematic.  The 

squared multiple correlation represents the amount of variance explained and is a 

good measure of fit (Takane, Young, & De Leeuw, 1977). 

 Several dimensional solutions were calculated.  A four-dimensional 

solution was selected as the most readily interpretable, following application of 

the goodness-of-fit criteria.  The four-dimensional solution accounted for 81.5% 

of the variance in judgements of difficult situations. The five- and six-

dimensional solutions represented a small improvement in fit, but were much 

less interpretable.  That is, the fifth and sixth dimensions could not be identified 

as representing distinct constructs, and could not be labeled or described in a 

meaningful way.  A summary of the results for two to six dimensions appears in  

Table 2.2. 
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Table 2.2 

Summary of Multidimensional Scaling Results for Perceived Similarity of Difficult 

Situations 

Dimensionality R2 Stress 

2 .631 .267 

3 .752 .175 

4a .815 .130 

5 .849 .107 

6 .872 .090 

a The dimensional solution selected. 

 

Interpretation of the Dimensional Space 

Internal analyses.  Kruskal and Wish (1978) suggested that the most 

common approach to interpreting the configuration is to examine the stimulus 

objects at opposite poles and to assess if these are different in some logical way.  

Second, examining the dimensional space for clusters, referred to as the 

neighbourhood or pattern approach, may also produce interpretable data 

structures not readily apparent in dimensional terms.  The approach taken in the 

current research was to use a combination of dimensional and neighbourhood 

approaches to interpretation.  The clusters are more distinct for Dimensions 1 

and 2, and so are represented on Figure 2.1, but not on the remaining figures.   

In presenting the results for multidimensional scaling analyses, where the 

configuration has three or more dimensions, it is conventional to graph the first  
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dimension with each of the other dimensions in separate graphs (Kruskal & 

Wish, 1978).  Figures 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 represent Dimensions 1 and 2, 

Dimensions 1 and 3, and Dimensions 1 and 4, respectively. 

External analyses.  In order to interpret further the dimensional space, 

judgements of the situations on 12 rating scales were related to the 

multidimensional space by means of a series of multiple regression analyses.  

Predictors were the stimulus coordinates of each situation in the four-

dimensional solution, and the criterion in each case was the mean rating across 

all participants on the particular rating scale.  This analysis allows placement of 

a series of vectors (one for each of the rating scales) in the space along with the 

difficult situations or stimuli (Kruskal & Wish, 1978). 

Nine of the rating scales showed multiple correlations with the stimulus 

space which were significant (p< 0.05).  These were frequency (R=.55), 

difficulty (R=.83), need to learn better ways of managing the situation  

(R=.83), how central or important the situation is to your job (R=.75),  

emotional arousal (R=.86), responsibility (R=.74), how much control or 

influence you have (R=.84), a focus on the other person’s needs (R=.87) and a 

focus on your own needs (R=.87).  Vectors representing these nine rating scales  

are represented in Figures 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3.  The other rating scales which 

showed non-significant multiple correlations were:  the influence of the other 

person’s behaviour on achieving a good outcome (R=.43), the influence of your 

behaviour on achieving a good outcome (R=.52), and how direct you are in 

managing the situation (R=.47). 



Figure 2.1.  Dimension 1 and Dimension 2 
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Figure 2.2.  Dimension 1 and Dimension 3 
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Figure 2.3.  Dimension 1 and Dimension 4 
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Table 2.3   

Means and Standard Deviations for Selected Situations Near Each Pole 

 Situation 
 

 Dimension 1: 
Protection/Approach 

Dimension 2: 
Vulnerability 

Dimension 3: 
Self-Management 

Dimension 4: 
Involvement/Engagement 

Scale Po1e 1: 
Respond 

anger (2) a 

Pole 2: 
Respond fair 

criticism 
(14) 

Pole 1: 
Respond 

upset person 
(3) 

Pole 2: 
Interact 

intimidating 
person (18) 

Pole 1: 
Communicate 
when you’re 

upset (17) 

Pole 2: 
Mediate 
conflicts 

(13) 

Pole 1: 
Respond to 
manager’s 
criticism  

(30) 

Pole 2: 
Say no to 

request for 
assistance 

(6) 
How frequently do you 
encounter situation at 
work? *b 

4.91 
(2.25) 

4.46 
(1.89) 

5.36 
(2.25) 

4.97 
(2.52) 

3.93 
(2.11) 

4.27 
(2.11) 

3.21 
(1.95) 

2.70 
(1.51) 

How difficult is situation to 
manage? * 
 

4.65  
(2.09) 

3.58 
(1.76) 

3.90 
(1.98) 

4.75 
(2.39) 

5.69 
(2.08) 

4.10 
(2.07) 

5.16 
(2.03) 

4.94 
(2.28) 

How much do you need to 
learn better ways of 
managing? * 

4.74 
(2.04) 

3.66 
(1.88) 

4.22 
(2.19) 

5.11 
(2.38) 

5.02 

(2.24) 
4.40 

(1.94) 
4.96 

(2.04) 
4.20 

(2.16) 

How central or important 
to your job is situation? * 

5.78 
(2.39) 

6.54 
(2.00) 

6.57 
(2.00) 

5.33 
(2.17) 

5.59 
(2.54) 

5.69 
(2.18) 

5.87 
(2.18) 

3.97 
(2.31) 

How much does a good 
outcome depend on you? 

6.15 
(2.08) 

6.77 
(1.93) 

6.33 
(2.10) 

5.90 
(1.96) 

6.57 
(2.15) 

5.33 
(2.34) 

6.83 
(1.95) 

6.56 
(2.15) 

How much does outcome 
depend on other person? 

5.90 
(2.35) 

4.87 
(2.32) 

5.46 
(2.01) 

5.57 
(2.38) 

5.38 
(2.19) 

6.21 
(2.00) 

5.18 
(2.33) 

5.15 
(2.33) 

How direct are you in 
managing situation? 
 

6.21 
(2.23) 

6.15 
(1.96) 

5.65 
(1.92) 

5.38 
(2.20) 

4.61 
(2.32) 

5.36 
(1.92) 

5.64 
(1.86) 

4.83 
(2.19) 

Table 2.3 (cont.). 
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 Situation 
 

 Dimension 1: 
Protection/Approach 

Dimension 2: 
Vulnerability 

Dimension 3: 
Self-Management 

Dimension 4: 
Involvement/Engagement 

Scale Po1e 1: 
Respond 

anger (2) a 

Pole 2: 
Respond fair 

criticism 
(14) 

Pole 1: 
Respond 

upset person 
(3) 

Pole 2: 
Interact 

intimidating 
person (18) 

Pole 1: 
Communicate 
when you’re 
upset (17) 

Pole 2: 
Mediate 
conflicts 

(13) 

Pole 1: 
Respond to 
manager’s 
criticism  

(30) 

Pole 2: 
Say no to 

request for 
assistance 

(6) 
How emotionally arousing is the 
situation? * 

7.28 
(1.92) 

4.62 
(1.90) 

5.38 
(1.94) 

5.97 

(2.03) 
6.80 

(1.89) 
5.61 

(1.66) 
6.42 

(1.67) 
5.61 

(2.06) 
How responsible do you feel for 
reaching a good outcome? * 

5.15 
(2.19) 

6.35 
(1.94) 

5.45 
(1.92) 

5.18 
(2.03) 

5.50 
(2.02) 

4.87 
(2.11) 

6.13 
(1.71) 

5.63 
(1.82) 

How much control or influence 
do you have? * 

4.68 
(1.80) 

6.09 
(1.72) 

5.56 
(1.64) 

4.30 
(1.94) 

4.29 
(1.66) 

5.23 
(1.78) 

4.48 
(1.76) 

5.86 
(1.81) 

How much do you focus on 
other person’s needs? * 

4.56 
(2.16) 

6.05 
(2.00) 

7.23 
(1.81) 

4.96 
(1.75) 

4.54 
(1.88) 

6.21 
(2.11) 

5.00 
(1.74) 

5.72 
(1.66) 

How much do you focus on your 
own needs? * 

6.31 
(1.91) 

5.47 
(1.61) 

3.81 
(1.88) 

5.90 
(1.72) 

6.75 
(1.80) 

4.19 
(1.99) 

5.73 
(1.69) 

6.16 
(1.80) 

 

a  Numbers in parentheses after situation names refer to item numbers. 

b  Scales with * were significantly related to the multidimensional space in the external unfolding analyses. 

 



 

 

Exploration of differences in poles of each dimension.  In addition to the 

interpretation of the dimensional space afforded by both internal and external 

analyses, further examination of each dimension was undertaken. In particular, 

differences between the poles of each dimension can provide additional 

information to assist with interpretation of the dimensional constructs.  To 

examine differences between the poles of each of the dimensions, Hotelling’s T2 

was calculated separately for each of the three samples, using the MANOVA 

function in SPSS.  In each analysis, the two levels of the independent variable 

(repeated measures) were represented by a defining situation of each pole in that 

dimension.  The dependent variables were participants’ ratings of the difficult 

situations.  The analyses were conducted in three groups.  The first group 

explored mean ratings of each defining situation on (a) difficulty, (b) frequency, 

and (c) the need to learn better ways of managing the situation.  The second group 

examined (d) how central or important the situation is, the impact of (e) your 

behaviour, and (f) the other person’s behaviour, on a good outcome, and  

(g) how direct is the person in managing the situation.  The third group compared mean ratings for 

(h) emotional arousal, (i) responsibility for a good outcome, (j) control or influence in the 

situation, (k) focus on your own needs, and (l) focus on the other person’s needs.  Cell means and 

standard deviations for each sample are provided in Table 2.3.  Results are presented below, by 

dimension.  

Results for Dimension 1:  Protection/approach.   Perceptions of difficult situations on this 

dimension were related to defense of the self.  Pole 1 indicates  
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a protective/refusal stance, and involves defending yourself against others’ verbal 

attack and unfair comments. A concept of this sort is often described in  

the communication literature as negative assertion. Interestingly, the situations at 

the extreme end of this pole tended to represent those requiring active forms of 

protection or defence (e.g., responding to anger, snide, offensive comments or 

unfair criticism).  This cluster is distinct from situations towards the centre of this 

dimension that suggest less active forms of protection, for example from sadness, 

disappointment or guilt, involved with interacting with someone who has let you 

down or facing a colleague after reporting him or her to a manager.   

Pole 2 is indicative of situations involving an approach to others or requesting 

information or help where a non-defensive stance is adopted, and can be described 

as positive assertion.  Giving and receiving feedback from colleagues, responding 

to criticism that is fair, and asking for help clustered at the extreme end of this pole.  

Feedback from colleagues may be more readily dismissed than feedback from 

superiors, and fair criticism is to some degree acceptable to the recipient; that is, it 

is justified.  This may explain the position of these situations at the non-defensive 

end of the continuum. Similarly, giving feedback to colleagues and asking for help, 

though difficult, are also non-defensive, and perhaps perceived as legitimate or 

valid actions at work. 

The vectors representing difficulty, the need to learn better ways of 

managing the situation, and emotional arousal were close to the first dimension of 

the stimulus space, indicating that these are important concepts that define the 

dimension.  Participants perceived responding to unwelcome sexual advances,  
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snide or offensive comments, angry, aggressive or manipulative people, unfair 

criticism, or communicating when you are feeling angry as the most emotionally 

arousing, and also the most difficult of the situations, for which they require better 

ways of responding.  By contrast, giving or receiving feedback from a colleague, 

responding to criticism that is fair, and asking for help from others were at the other 

extreme of this vector, and were therefore considered the least emotionally arousing, 

the least difficult, and those that do not require the participants to learn better ways 

of responding or managing them.  However, participants perceived these situations to 

be more frequently encountered, more central to their job, and as eliciting from them 

a stronger feeling of  

responsibility for a good outcome. 

Interestingly, the vector representing a focus on your own needs was also 

fairly strongly related to the first dimension in the direction of the 

‘protection/defensive’ pole. As might be expected, more emotionally arousing and 

difficult situations were perceived as requiring a greater focus on one’s own needs.  

Participants indicated that they were more likely to focus on the other person’s 

needs, and felt more in control in the situation, when saying no to a personal favour, 

resolving conflict in a work relationship, mediating conflicts for others, apologising 

for an error or offense and responding to someone who is emotionally upset. 

Interacting with manipulative people was the furthest away, suggesting that people 

feel little control or influence when facing this type of encounter.  This is 

understandable, given that manipulative people may not be  
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open and honest, or may be indirect in their communication, leading to the 

encounter being somewhat ‘unpredictable’. 

Exploration of differences between the poles of this dimension was 

conducted by comparing the mean ratings for two situations, each representing an 

extreme of the dimension.  The definer for the ‘protection’ pole used in this analysis 

was ‘responding to someone who is angry, aggressive or verbally abusive’ and was 

compared with the defining situation for the ‘approach’ pole, ‘responding to fair 

personal criticism or feedback’.  

A comparison of the mean ratings of frequency, difficulty, and need to learn 

better ways of managing the situation produced a significant multivariate effect 

(Hotelling’s T2=.429, F = 11.019, df = 3, 77, p<.001).  Follow-up univariate tests 

revealed significant results for ‘difficulty’ and ‘need to learn better ways of 

managing the situation’, but not for ‘frequency’, and similarly these first two ratings 

contributed most to the significance of the multivariate effect, as indicated by the 

discriminant function coefficient.  Participants rated ‘responding to someone who is 

angry aggressive or verbally abusive’ as significantly more difficult and indicated 

that they have a greater need to learn better ways of managing this situation than 

‘responding to fair personal criticism or feedback. Table 2.4 presents the summary 

table for the univariate tests. 

A comparison of the mean ratings of how central or important the  

situation is, the impact of both their behaviour and other’s behaviour on a good 

outcome, and directness in managing the situation also revealed a significant  

multivariate effect (Hotelling’s T2=.288, F = 4.114, df = 4, 57, p<.05).   
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Follow-up univariate tests revealed that the extent to which a good outcome 

depends on their behaviour is more important when ‘responding to fair personal 

criticism’, but that the other person’s behaviour was more important for achieving a 

good outcome when ‘responding to someone who is angry, aggressive or verbally 

abusive’.  Each of these individual results contributed to the multivariate 

significance, as indicated by the discriminant function coefficient.   

A comparison of mean ratings of emotional arousal, responsibility, control, 

focus on other’s needs, focus on own needs also yielded a significant multivariate 

effect (Hotelling’s T2=1.406, F = 20.813, df = 5, 74, p<.001).  Follow-up univariate 

tests revealed that all ratings were significant.  Emotional arousal contributed most to 

the multivariate significance.  ‘Responding to someone who is angry, aggressive or 

verbally abusive’ is more emotionally arousing and emphasises a greater focus on 

your own needs than ‘responding to fair personal criticism or feedback’.  The latter 

situation is likely to yield a stronger feeling of responsibility for a good outcome and 

control of the situation, and lesser focus on the other person’s needs, relative to the 

first situation. 

Results for Dimension 2:  Vulnerability. The second dimension was labeled 

vulnerability, with the lower pole (Pole 1) relating to the volatility of the situation 

and the other person’s emotional state, and the upper pole (Pole 2) 
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Table 2.4   

Summary Table of Univariate Tests Comparing Defining Situations for Dimension 

1:  Protection/Approach 

Rating MS df F Eta2 
Frequency 
Error 

8.100 
2.897 

1,79 2.795 .0341
8 

Difficulty 
Error 

46.225 
2.541 

1,79 18.188*** .1871
5 

Need to learn 
Error 

46.225 
2.440 

1,79 18.943*** .1934
1 

Central 
Error 

17.344 
4.594 

1,60 
 

3.775 .0592
0 

Your behaviour 
Error 

11.836 
1.686 

1,60 7.019** .1047
4 

Other person’s behaviour 
Error 

32.532 
4.482 

1,60 7.257** .1079
0 

Direct 
Error 

.13115 
2.898 

1,60 .045 .0007
5 

Emotional arousal 
Error 

279.114 
3.319 

1,78 84.090*** .5188
0 

Responsibility 
Error 

57.120 
3.402 

1,78 16.788*** .1771
2 

Control or influence 
Error 

77.981 
2.545 

1,78 30.639*** .2820
3 

Focus on other’s needs 
Error 

88.126 
3.319 

1,78 26.553*** .2539
7 

Focus on own needs 
Error 

28.411 
2.424 

1,78 11.719*** .1306
3 

*p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001 

 

 

representing vulnerability related to the other person’s power or status (see Figure 

2.1).  The situations in the cluster at Pole 2 all represent communication with others 

who have the upper hand due to their formal status (e.g., managers) or 

organisational influence.  The cluster of situations approximately mid-way between 

the two poles of this dimension represent situations for which the outcome or 

response is somewhat unpredictable, and yet affords individuals some level of 

control, particularly as they have a role to play in the situation,  
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and the range of their own behaviour is more extensive.  This can be contrasted 

with the situation at the extreme lower end of the pole, responding to an emotional 

reaction in others, where the interactor may feel they have a limited range of 

acceptable responses.   

The mean ratings for two situations, each representing a pole of  

Dimension 2 were compared.  The defining situation for the ‘vulnerabilty due to 

volatility of the situation’ pole used in the analysis was ‘responding to someone who 

is feeling emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed’ and was compared with  

the defining situation for the ‘vulnerability due to status or power’ pole, ‘interacting 

with people who are high powered or intimidating’.  

An analysis comparing mean ratings of frequency, difficulty, and need to 

learn better ways of managing the situation yielded a significant multivariate 

effect (Hotelling’s T2=.152, F = 3.893, df = 3, 77, p<.05).  Follow-up  

univariate tests revealed significant results for ‘difficulty’ and ‘need to learn  

better ways of managing the situation’, but not for ‘frequency’, and similarly the  

first two of these ratings contributed most to the significance of the multivariate 

effect.   ‘Interacting with high powered or intimidating people’ was rated 

significantly more difficult and requiring better ways of managing this situation 

relative to ‘responding to someone who is feeling emotionally vulnerable upset or 

stressed’. Table 2.5 presents the summary table for the univariate tests. 

A comparison of mean ratings for how central or important the situation is, 

the impact of their behaviour and other’s behaviour, and the directness used in 

managing the situation also revealed a significant multivariate effect  

(Hotelling’s T2=.251, F = 3.574, df = 4, 57, p<.05).  Follow-up univariate  
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tests revealed that ‘responding to someone who is emotionally vulnerable or upset‘ 

was significantly more central or important to participants’ jobs than ‘interacting 

with high powered people’, and contributed most to the multivariate significance.  

Mean ratings were compared for emotional arousal, responsibility,  

control, focus on other’s needs, focus on own needs.  The comparison yielded a 

significant multivariate effect (Hotelling’s T2=1.186, F = 17.5506, df = 5, 74, p<.001).  

Follow-up univariate tests revealed that emotional arousal, control,  

and a focus on both other’s needs and their own needs were significant, but feeling 

responsible for reaching a good outcome was not significant.  A focus on  

their own needs and a focus on other’s needs each contributed most to the multivariate 

significance.  ‘Interacting with high powered or intimidating people’  

was rated by participants to be more emotionally arousing, requiring a greater 

focus on their own needs, and less control or influence in the situation than 

‘responding to someone who is emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed’.  By 

contrast, the latter situation produced a significantly greater need to focus on the 

other person’s needs. 

Results for Dimension 3:  Management of Self.  The third dimension is 

depicted in Figure 2.2 (plotted in relation to Dimension 1).  Perceptions of 

difficult situations on the lower pole of this dimension (Pole 1) represent self-

management of a person’s own internal state or arousal, and the upper pole 

(Pole 2) relates to self-management in relation to an external state or other’s 
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Table 2.5 

Summary Table of Univariate Tests Comparing Defining Situations for Dimension 

2:  Vulnerability 

Rating MS df F Eta2 
Frequency 
Error 

6.006 
3.943 

1,79 1.523 .01892 

Difficulty 
Error 

28.900 
3.723 

1,79 7.763** .08947 

Need to learn 
Error 

31.506 
3.645 

1,79 8.642** .09861 

Central 
Error 

47.344 
3.394 

1,60 
 

13.948*** .18862 

Your behaviour 
Error 

5.541 
2.991 

1,60 1.852 .02995 

Other person’s behaviour 
Error 

.401 
3.051 

1,60 .131 .00219 

Direct 
Error 

2.369 
3.952 

1,60 .599 .00989 

Emotional arousal 
Error 

13.981 
2.904 

1,78 4.814* .05813 

Responsibility 
Error 

3.063 
2.986 

1,78 1.025 .01298 

Control or influence 
Error 

62.031 
2.903 

1,78 21.364*** .21501 

Focus on other’s needs 
Error 

202.791 
3.265 

1,78 62.101*** .44326 

Focus on own needs 
Error 

172.310 
3.310 

1,78 52.055*** .40026 

*p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001 
 

 

level of arousal.  Three situations seem to cluster approximately mid-way between 

the two poles of this dimension, and they relate to communicating your 

disatisfaction to a manager or dealing with high powered people.  The position of 

this cluster suggests that these situations involve both management of one’s own 

arousal and management of the external situation and potential emotional arousal of 

the other party. 
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External unfolding analyses revealed that the vector representing frequency was 

related to this dimension.  Situations near Pole 2, requiring attendance to the other 

person’s state of arousal (as opposed to your own arousal), for example mediating 

conflicts, influencing people who see things differently, responding to  

a complaint about another worker, and responding to someone who is emotional or 

upset, were perceived as the types of situations people encounter most frequently.  

A second vector representing a focus on their own needs was also strongly 

related to this dimension, with those situations related to managing their internal state 

or arousal (Pole 1) also requiring the most attendance to their own needs.  These 

situations typically involved communicating when the person feels emotional, 

vulnerable, upset, or angry, saying no to a personal favour or to  

assist with a work task, facing disappointment or being ‘let down’ by others, and 

expressing dissatisfaction to a manager.  Interestingly, the vector representing a focus 

on the other person’s needs was more strongly related to the first dimension, but was 

placed mid-way between the right-hand pole of the first dimension and the upper 

pole of the third dimension.  Giving feedback to colleagues, apologising for an error 

or offence, and speaking up in a group were placed closest to this vector, suggesting 

that other’s needs are important for situations calling for positive assertion, where the 

other person’s state (rather than one’s own arousal) is at stake. 

The mean ratings for two situations, each representing the poles of 

Dimension 3 were compared.  The defining situation for the ‘management of 
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internal arousal’ pole used in the analysis was ‘communicating when you feel 

emotionally, vulnerable, upset or stressed’ and was compared with the defining 

situation for the ‘management of external arousal’ pole, ‘mediating conflicts or 

disagreements between others at work’.  

A comparison of the mean ratings of frequency, difficulty, and need to  

learn better ways of managing the situation produced a significant multivariate effect 

(Hotelling’s T2=.448, F = 11.491, df = 3, 77, p<.001).  Follow-up  

univariate tests revealed significant results for ‘difficulty’ and ‘need to learn  

better ways of managing the situation’, but not for ‘frequency’. The difficulty of  

the situation contributed most to the significance of the multivariate effect.  

‘Communicating when you feel emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed’ was rated 

as more difficult and requiring better ways of managing this situation than 

‘mediation of conflicts or disagreements between others at work’.  Table 2.6 presents 

the summary table for the univariate tests. 

A comparison of the mean ratings of how central or important the situation is, 

the impact of both your behaviour and other’s behaviour on a good outcome, and 

directness in managing the situation also revealed a significant multivariate effect 

(Hotelling’s T2=.496, F = 7.061, df = 4, 57, p<.001).  Follow-up  

univariate tests revealed that the extent to which a good outcome depends on their 

behaviour and the other person’s behaviour were both significant and contributed 

most to the multivariate significance.  The interactant’s own behaviour was rated as 

significantly more important to a good outcome when ‘communicating when you 

feel emotionally vulnerable’, and the other person’s behaviour was significantly 
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more relevant to a good outcome when ‘mediating conflicts or disagreements 

between other’s at work’. 

A comparison of mean ratings of emotional arousal, responsibility,  

control, focus on other’s needs, and focus on own needs also yielded a significant 

multivariate effect (Hotelling’s T2=1.331, F = 19.699, df = 5, 74,  

p<.001).  Follow-up univariate tests revealed that emotional arousal, a focus on  

the other person’s needs as well as your own needs were significant, but  

responsibility was not significant.  Focussing on their own and other’s needs, 

together with emotional arousal, contributed most to multivariate significance.  

Participants rated ‘communicating when you feel emotionally vulnerable’ as more 

emotionally arousing, requiring a greater focus on their own needs, a  

lesser focus on the other person’s needs, and producing a feeling of less control and 

influence, relative to ‘mediating conflicts or disagreements between others at work’. 

Results for Dimension 4:  Personal Involvement/Engagement – High  

versus Low.  Figure 2.3 represents the first and fourth dimensions. The fourth 

dimension describes the amount of personal involvement, or investment of 

emotional energy required to manage the situation. The lower pole (Pole 1) 

represents situations that require a high level of personal involvement or 

engagement to manage the situation (for example, responding to negative feedback 

or a reprimand from one’s manager).  There is a lot more at stake for  

the person, and this pole represents a certain level of personal responsibility or 
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Table 2.6 

Summary Table of Univariate Tests Comparing Defining Situations for Dimension 

3:  Self-management 

Rating MS df F Eta2 
Frequency 
Error 

4.556 
3.062 

1,79 1.487 .01848 

Difficulty 
Error 

100.806 
3.236 

1,79 31.145*** .28277 

Need to learn 
Error 

15.625 
3.144 

1,79 4.969* .05919 

Central 
Error 

.29508 
4.295 

1,60 
 

.069 .00114 

Your behaviour 
Error 

47.344 
3.677 

1,60 12.873*** .17666 

Other person’s behaviour 
Error 

21.319 
2.353 

1,60 9.060** .13120 

Direct 
Error 

17.344 
4.477 

1,60 3.873 .06064 

Emotional arousal 
Error 

55.924 
2.359 

1,78 23.697*** .23302 

Responsibility 
Error 

15.823 
4.592 

1,78 3.445 .04231 

Control or influence 
Error 

34.658 
2.376 

1,78 14.585*** .15754 

Focus on other’s needs 
Error 

110.278 
3.919 

1,78 28.136*** .26509 

Focus on own needs 
Error 

258.253 
3.919 

1,78 65.883*** .45790 

*p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001 
 

 

obligation to reach a suitable resolution.  By contrast, the upper pole (Pole 2) depicts 

situations for which there is low involvement or investment required in managing or 

resolving the situation (for example, ‘saying no to someone who  

asks for your assistance with a work task’). While this dimension is related to  

the level of emotional arousal in the situation, it is nevertheless distinct from this  

concept, and also distinct from the vulnerability dimension.  While situations 
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near Pole 2 may be stressful and emotionally charged, there is less of a ‘price to pay’ 

for the person’s involvement in them.  

The labeling of this dimension is consistent with the results of multiple 

regression analyses.  Results from these analyses suggest that in situations related 

to an error, reprimand, or intimidation from authority, participants perceive a 

stronger sense of responsibility for achieving a good outcome, and that these 

situations were more central and important to their job than when the other person 

is ‘at fault’ or responsible for causing the stressful situation to occur (for example, 

unwelcome sexual advances, snide, indirect, offensive comments, or manipulative 

people).   Participants also indicated that they felt they had more control when 

faced with encounters requiring relatively low involvement and of the positive 

assertive, non-defensive type, such as giving feedback to a colleague, responding 

to an emotional response in others, or mediating conflicts.  By contrast, situations 

that involve feelings of anger, emotion or upset, or involve responding to anger or 

aggression from another person were furthest away from the control vector, 

suggesting not only is there more at stake, but people feel less control or influence 

in the situation. 

The mean ratings for two situations, each representing the poles of 

Dimension 4 were compared.  The defining situation for the ‘high involvement’ 

pole used in this analysis was ‘responding to negative feedback or a reprimand 

from a manager’ and was compared with the defining situation for the ‘low 

involvement’ pole, ‘saying ‘no to someone who asks for your assistance with a 

work task’.  

 A comparison of the mean ratings of frequency, difficulty, and need to  
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learn better ways of managing the situation produced a significant multivariate 

effect (Hotelling’s T2=.186, F = 4.769, df = 3, 77, p<.01).  Follow-up  

univariate tests revealed significant results for ‘frequency’ and ‘need to learn  

better ways of managing the situation’, but not for ‘difficulty’, The need to learn  

better ways of managing the situation influenced most the significance of the 

multivariate effect.  The results suggest that ‘responding to negative feedback or a 

reprimand from a manager’ were encountered more frequently, and required better 

ways of managing the situation, relative to ‘saying no to someone to assist with a 

work task’. Table 2.7 presents the summary table for the univariate tests. 

A comparison of the mean ratings of how central or important the situation  

is, the impact of both their behaviour, and other’s behaviour on a good outcome, and 

directness in managing the situation also revealed a significant multivariate effect 

(Hotelling’s T2=.443, F = 6.319, df = 4, 57, p<.001).  Follow-up  

univariate tests revealed that the extent to which the situation was central or 

important and directness in managing the situation were both significant.  The 

centrality or importance of the situation contributed most to multivariate 

significance.  The impact of their own and the other person’s behaviour on 

achieving a good outcome was not significant. ‘Responding to negative feedback 

from a manager’ was rated as significantly more central or important to a person’s 

job, and as requiring a more direct approach to dealing with the situation, than 

‘saying no to someone to assist with a work task’.  

 

A comparison of mean ratings of emotional arousal, responsibility, control, 

focus on other’s needs, focus on own needs also yielded a significant multivariate 
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effect (Hotelling’s T2=.678, F = 10.037, df = 5, 74, p<.001).  Follow-up 

univariate tests revealed that emotional arousal, responsibility, control, a focus on 

the other person’s needs were significant, but a focus on  

your own needs was not significant.  Emotional arousal and the amount of  

control or influence contributed most to the multivariate significance.  ‘Responding 

to negative feedback from a manager’ was considered more emotionally arousing, 

producing a greater feeling of responsibility for a good outcome, yet less control and 

influence, and a lower focus on the other person’s  

needs, than ‘saying no to someone who asks for your assistance with a work 

task’. 

General Discussion 

Study 1 indicated the face-to-face communication situations that people find 

most stressful to deal with or difficult to manage at work.  The number and 

diversity of situations identified in this study indicate that working life is complex, 

and employees are faced with challenging communication encounters frequently 

during the course of their work. Several observations may be drawn from the results 

of the first study, that are related to the focus on continuing 

work relationships.  First, maintaining a positive working relationship with the 

other person is a key characteristic that contributes to the difficulty inherent in 

these situations.  It is likely that many of the situations identified would not be 

considered as demanding, if the parties were not in an ongoing work 
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Table 2.7  

Summary Table of Univariate Tests Comparing Defining Situations for Dimension 

4:  Involvement/Engagement 

Rating MS df F Eta2 
Frequency 
Error 

10.506 
2.455 

1,79 4.278* .05138 

Difficulty 
Error 

2.025 
3.657 

1,79 .553 .00696 

Need to learn 
Error 

23.256 
2.838 

1,79 8.193** .09396 

Central 
Error 

110.295 
4.578 

1,60 
 

24.090*** .28648 

Your behaviour 
Error 

2.369 
2.869 

1,60 .825 .01358 

Other person’s behaviour 
Error 

.032 
2.816 

1,60 .011 .00019 

Direct 
Error 

19.680 
3.046 

1,60 6.458* .09719 

Emotional arousal 
Error 

25.924 
1.885 

1,78 13.748*** .14985 

Responsibility 
Error 

9.626 
1.819 

1,78 5.292* .06354 

Control or influence 
Error 

75.196 
3.145 

1,78 23.910*** .23462 

Focus on other’s needs 
Error 

20.563 
3.281 

1,78 6.267* .07437 

Focus on own needs 
Error 

7.316 
2.124 

1,78 3.444 .04229 

*p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001 
 

 

relationship.  For example, ‘responding to comments that you find offensive or 

socially inappropriate’ requires a more effective response if the comments are 

made by a person in one’s immediate work team, rather than someone from a 

different department or organisation.  Second, and related to this observation, is the 

finding that the difficulty may be partly related to the status of the other person in 

the interaction. The distinctions among the situations in terms of organisational 

level (subordinate, colleague, superior) provide evidence of both 
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the complexity and pervasiveness of power differences in workplace communication. 

Third, ‘saving face’ appears also to play a part in increasing the difficulty of the 

encounter.  This is apparent when we consider those situations that, initially, may not 

seem to be very demanding (e.g., asking for help or making requests of others’, 

‘apologising to someone for an error you have made’).  However, it is in these types 

of situations that face-saving is required, particularly in work settings, where the 

work role that people perform, equates  

to their status in the organisation, and this is a key indicator of their competence and 

their worth.  Not only are communicators ‘saving face’ or preventing embarrassment 

or awkwardness, as may be the case in personal or casual interpersonal encounters, 

they are reducing the likelihood of being perceived negatively by their fellow 

workers.  Although the focus of this research has been interpersonal communication, 

it is important to note that, at least in work  

settings, this behaviour has a social context. 

In Study 2, the underlying structure of these situations was examined.  Four 

key dimensions were revealed: protection/approach, vulnerability, self-

management, and personal involvement/engagement.  These dimensions provide 

insight into the ways in which people perceive stressful face-to-face communication 

encounters in work settings, and they highlight the complex patterns of similarity 

and difference among the situations.  In addition, significant differences in ratings 

of selected situations at the outermost point of each dimension suggest that people 

do consider these to be very different, particularly in relation to the level of 

emotional arousal elicited, and the amount  
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of control or influence experienced in each situation.  Comparisons of mean 

ratings for emotional arousal and control revealed significant differences across 

all dimensions. 

Interestingly, there are two key elements common to all four dimensions.  

First, each of the four dimensions represents both an awareness of an ‘inner state’ 

and an awareness of the external environment or extraneous state.  This dual 

awareness is represented most clearly by the vectors ‘a focus on your own needs’ and 

‘a focus on the other person’s needs’, placed opposite each other in the dimensional 

space.  This is similar to the findings of previous research that has found an 

orthogonal relationship between a concern for self, and a concern for both self and 

the other person, or alternatively, ‘unilateral versus bilateral’,  

or ‘competitive versus collaborative’ (Falbo & Peplau, 1980; Nicotera, 1993; 

Pinkley, 1990; Pinkley & Northcraft, 1994; Wish et al., 1976; Wish et al., 1980).    

Second, the nature and extent of emotional arousal plays a key role in 

perceptions of demanding situations.  The vectors for emotional arousal were 

placed in close proximity to the vectors for difficulty and the need to learn better 

ways of managing the situation, suggesting that the difficulty inherent in many 

stressful or demanding communication encounters at work is related to the 

emotional arousal that is elicited by the interaction.  This is consistent with 

Nicotera’s (1993) finding that the extent to which the emotional valence was 

disruptive was relevant to conflict handling behaviour.   Similarly, the Wish et al. 

(1980) ‘arousal’ dimension describes a combination of affective arousal and  

the dimension that has been labeled in the present study ‘involvement/ engagement’. 

This was previously described in the Wish et al. (1976) research  
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as ‘intense versus superficial’.  Similarly, Pinkley (1990) and Pinkley and  

Northcraft (1994) identified an ‘emotional versus intellectual’ dimension, which  

reflects the degree of attention paid to the affective component of a dispute.  The 

amount of emotional arousal or focus on emotional aspects of an interaction may be 

related to the amount of personal investment or involvement required.  In addition, 

although a feeling of being in control or being able to influence the situation co-

occurred with a sense of responsibility for reaching a good outcome in the other 

three dimensions, the vectors representing control and responsibility diverged in 

relation to the ‘involvement/engagement’ dimension.  This supports the 

interpretation offered for this dimension in terms of personal investment, 

responsibility or engagement.  The placement of these divergent vectors indicates 

that people feel they have greater control in situations involving low personal 

investment, and more responsibility for reaching a good outcome in situations 

requiring initiating communication with high personal investment. 

Interestingly, there was no clear evidence of a task versus socioemotional 

orientation in the findings of this study.  This is inconsistent with the findings of 

Wish et al. (1976), Wish et al. (1980), Pinkley (1990) and Pinkley and  

Northcraft (1994). This may be due to the focus in the present study on work 

settings, where it is assumed that the relationship with the other person is ongoing.  

Participants did not therefore need to decide between the task or relationship 

elements in identifying the situations – these are inherent in the 

encounter.  An alternative explanation may be that the task/relationship dimension 

is irrelevant to these difficult situations, as the difficulty does not relate to a 
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dilemma between task or relationship, but rather a choice between focusing on 

internal (self) or external (other) factors in the encounter. 

In addition, there was no evidence that direct versus indirect ways of 

managing is pertinent to how the difficult situations are perceived.  However, this 

finding from Falbo and Peplau’s (1980) research may not be relevant here, as they 

were exploring the dimensional structure of power strategies.  It is possible that the 

direct/indirect element may emerge as a significant feature of strategies for 

responding to these difficult situations, and this is the focus of subsequent studies in 

the current research. 

Theoretical and Practical Implications 

Research to identify the types of face-to-face communication situations that 

people find difficult to deal with at work has not been conducted previously.   

The current research contributes to our understanding of interpersonal 

communication situations and demanding interactions.  More importantly, it 

provides a taxonomy for describing and classifying these situations with reference 

to a specific situational context.  Previous dimensional studies have offered 

information about interpersonal encounters generally (Wish et al., 1976; 1980; 

Miller et al., 1994). However, it is likely that additional dimensions apply in 

specific situational contexts.  Support for the notion that specific dimensions can be 

found within specific contexts emerged from the previous work of Pinkley (1990) 

and Pinkley and Northcraft (1994) and Nicotera (1993), as it did 

from the current research.  In addition, the present research provides an important 

link between the perceived characteristics of difficult situations and their impact 

on emotional arousal and its management. 
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The focus of the current research was on the difficulty inherent in 

situational encounters, rather than on personality, style, or other individual 

differences.  Such an approach contributes to an explanation of why people with 

adequate skill and motivation to communicate well are nevertheless ineffective 

communicators in certain situations:  the situations are inherently difficult to 

manage.  Furthermore, this research examined difficult face-to-face communication 

encounters, rather than work stress in general.  The range of difficult situations 

identified provided further evidence that interpersonal relationships are a 

significant source of work stress (Dewe, 1993). 

From a practical perspective, identification of the types of situations 

people find most difficult to deal with are useful for the designers of 

communication training courses.  An understanding of the key stressful situations 

that employees are required to manage frequently, together with information about 

what elements make these situations difficult is central to the development of 

effective strategies for responding to these situations.  

What is clear from these findings is that difficult communication 

encounters are complex and both cognitive and affective elements are relevant to 

how these situations are construed.  Communication trainers typically attend to 

the behavioural skills that are required to enact a response, and pay no attention to 

the cognitive and affective components of communication competence.  Careful 

analysis of the situational context must precede consideration of appropriate and 

effective strategies and skills. 
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Future Directions 

A limitation of the current research is the use of a student sample.  Given 

the diversity of industries and occupations that comprised the sample, it is likely 

that the findings are generalisable to the broader working population. However, this 

can only be tested with future research using field samples.   

The difficult situations for superiors identified in the first study were not 

explored further in Study 2.  An investigation of the underlying dimensions for 

these types of situations, particularly comparing them with the findings reported 

here would be a worthwhile exercise that would increase our understanding of the 

stressful situations encountered by supervisors and managers.    

As has been found previously (Dewe, 1993), interpersonal relationships 

are a significant source of work stress, and therefore worthy of further 

investigation.  This has been a much neglected area in the field of stress research, 

as investigations have focused on other features of the work environment (e.g., 

work volume, productivity demands) as sources of stress.  It appears that 

equipping people with better strategies for handing problematic interpersonal 

relationships, including the management of their own emotional arousal and 

cognitions, would also reduce their experience of work stress. 

As an exploration of a specific type of communication, in a specific 

context, the findings suggest that this is a fruitful area for similar investigations in 

different contexts.  Further research into specific situations would ultimately  
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provide clearer understanding of the underlying dimensional structure of 

communication generally. 
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CHAPTER 3 

MEASURES OF APPRAISAL AND RESPONSE STRATEGIES 

Overview 

The focus of the studies described in this chapter was the identification  

and development of measures of primary appraisal, secondary appraisal, and 

response strategies suitable for application to the assessment of demanding 

communication situations.  A review of how these concepts have been measured 

previously is first provided with an assessment of their application to the domain 

of difficult communication in the workplace. 

 

Cognitive Appraisal and Stressful Communication at Work 

Problematic communication and strained relationships with co-workers 

are a source of work related stress for many people. Conceptualising difficult 

communication as ‘stressful’, rather than simply ‘problematic’, provides an 

alternative lens through which to view the communication process and 

understand how people respond in these circumstances. As argued in Chapter 1, 

the model of stress and coping advanced by Folkman and Lazarus can be applied 

to this area to enhance understanding of response strategy selection. 

According to the approach to understanding stress based on cognitive 

appraisal theory proposed by Folkman and Lazarus (1988a), the ways in which 

individuals respond to stress and their emotional reaction to it are influenced by 

the way they appraise the stressful event or encounter.  Cognitive appraisal  

theory and the mediators of stress have been widely researched in clinical and  
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community settings, and to a limited extent, in organisational settings with 

respect to work stress. However, the theoretical concepts of cognitive appraisal 

theory have rarely been applied to communication contexts. It is important 

therefore, to explore and expand on previous research and theory in both the 

cognitive appraisal and communication domains to better understand difficult 

communication situations at work. 

Further, there is considerable evidence that interpersonal communication  

is a multi-dimensional skill that is applied in situationally-specific ways (Dewe & 

Ng, 1999; Lazarus, 2000; Rakos, 1991; Wilson & Gallois, 1993). The emphasis 

on the transaction between the person and demands of the environment posited  

by cognitive appraisal theory is applicable to understanding communication 

behavior in its situational context, because competence in interpersonal 

communication requires flexibility to adapt to changing situational demands. 

One of the most extensively researched cognitive appraisal theories is 

that proposed by Lazarus and Folkman (1984).  In their model, cognitive 

appraisal and coping mediate the person-environment relationship.  Appraisal is 

an evaluative process that determines why and to what extent a particular 

transaction between the person and the environment is stressful, and coping is 

the process through which the individual manages the demands of the situation.  

Many of the instruments previously used in research on stress have focused on 

stressful situations generally, rather than communication situations in particular. 

For this reason, it is important to investigate the manner in which primary and 

secondary appraisal, on the one hand, and coping or response strategies, on the  
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other, have been measured previously, to determine their applicability to 

communication situations.  This is significant, because some commentators have 

suggested that the concept of appraisal has neither been well-defined nor 

adequately measured.  For example, Monroe and Kelley (1995), in evaluating 

existing measures of stress appraisal, noted a paucity of measures for what is 

regarded as the conceptual core of the stress process.  They also noted that 

despite the significance of the appraisal concept to stress theory and research, 

existing definitions of appraisal are unclear.   

Although Folkman, Lazarus, and colleagues (Lazarus & Launier, 1978; 

Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) have identified three appraisal components (threat, 

challenge, harm/loss), it is not clear how these dimensions are different from 

other aspects of cognition, e.g., anxiety, worry, distress intolerance, defense 

mechanisms, or other aspects of awareness.  Moreover, these considerations  

take on greater significance when a fundamental proposition of appraisal theory,  

that it is transactional in nature and evolves over time, is taken into account.  

Monroe and Kelley suggested that, although we may be able to distinguish 

between the concepts of ‘appraisal’ and ‘distress’ with respect to a single event, 

this becomes more difficult with an event occurring over time.   They 

recommended that, to advance theory on stress and appraisal, research on the 

measurement of appraisal is required.  In order to select appropriate measures  

for the current research it was important to consider how the concepts of  

primary and secondary appraisal and coping have been measured previously, and  
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assess their application to the domain of stressful communication in the 

workplace.  

Measures of Primary Appraisal 

Primary appraisal refers to what is at issue or ‘at stake’, and is the 

recognition that something important is at risk during the stressful event.  

According to Folkman and Lazarus (1980, 1991), stressful encounters are 

appraised in terms of potential threat, harm or loss, and challenge.  There have 

been several approaches to the measurement of primary appraisal in the research 

on stress.  These approaches have included aggregating life events or daily 

hassles, ad hoc single item measures, and multiple-item measures of a specific 

stressor (Monroe & Kelley, 1995; Peacock & Wong, 1990).   

In evaluating and exploring the evolution of these measures, it is important 

to consider their origin.  Folkman and Lazarus’ (1980) foundational research 

assessed primary appraisal by asking participants ‘what was at stake’ in relation to 

a stressful encounter.  In this analysis of coping in 100 middle-aged  

community residents, participants were interviewed seven times over a 12-month  

period and described their methods of coping with stressful events.   Folkman et 

al. (1986) used these qualitative data in a subsequent study to identify 13 items 

that described various ‘stakes’.  The primary appraisal items were selected on 

the basis of subjects’ open-ended responses to the question ‘what was at stake’ 

(gathered in the previous study) and a review of the relevant literature (Folkman 

et al., 1986).  Participants rated, on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (does not 

apply) to 5 (applies a great deal), the extent to which each stake was involved in 
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the stressful encounter they described.  Principal factor analysis of the responses 

revealed two factors.  The items that loaded on the first factor involved threats  

to self-esteem and included items relating to losing self-respect, or the affection, 

approval or respect of someone important.  The items that loaded on the second 

factor involved threats to a loved one  and included items related to harm to a 

loved one’s health, safety, or physical well-being’.  In addition there were four 

items that did not load on either factor.   

The results of this research suggest that what is threatened or ‘at stake’ 

relates to the nature of the stressful events themselves.  For example, it is 

understandable that threats to a loved one’s health and well-being emerged in a 

study of stressful events in general for a sample of community residents. 

However, threats of this sort are less likely to emerge in research focusing on 

work stress because of the more defined focus.  Dewe (1991, 1992a, 1992b, 

1993) investigated primary appraisal of work stress and his research provides 

one of the few applications of Folkman and Lazarus’ findings to organisational 

contexts.  In one study conducted by Dewe (1991), eight items were adapted 

from those used by Folkman et al. (1986), although Dewe did not elaborate on 

how the items were selected.  Respondents (144 insurance workers) were asked 

to describe a stressful situation that they had experienced and rate how they felt 

about it in relation to the items on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 

(great deal). A principal components analysis yielded two components:  not 

being able to achieve, and being seen as a difficult person.  These are clearly 

different from the factors found in Folkman et al.’s (1986) study, and are related 
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 to the nature of the stressful event.  The sources of stress are different in the 

studies of Folkman et al. and Dewe.  However, the basis for comparison  

between the work of Dewe and Folkman, Lazarus, and colleagues becomes  

difficult when we consider the methodologies used in subsequent investigations  

of primary appraisal by Dewe.   

Dewe (1992a, 1992b) adopted a qualitative approach to the measurement 

of primary appraisal.  In two studies he asked participants to describe the most 

stressful event they had experienced in the last month, identify what was the 

single most important factor that made the situation demanding, and describe 

why the event was important to them.  Content analysis of the data from 73 

construction support staff in the first study revealed two main categories.  The 

first concerned how respondents were made to feel and the second category 

concerned issues of control and planning.  Using the same methodology as in the 

previous study (1992a), Dewe (1992b) found three categories:  how individuals 

were made to feel, and in addition, a lack of support and a lack of control.   

There are similarities in the findings of these three studies (1991, 1992a,  

1992b), particularly in relation to how people perceive themselves and are 

perceived by others, as well as issues of control and lack of achievement.    

In a subsequent study, Dewe (1993) explored the concept of primary 

appraisal further.  Content analysis of the combined qualitative data from two 

previous studies (1992a, 1992b) yielded the same three categories previously 

found (Dewe, 1992b).  These were  lack of control, how respondents were made 

to feel, and lack of support.  From these three categories, 19 items were  
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generated and a further 4 items were added from Folkman et al.’s (1986) 

measure of primary appraisal, that were readily adaptable to a work situation.  

The 23-item primary appraisal measure was administered to a third sample of 

174 employees from a local government organisation.  Participants in the third 

sample were asked to describe a stressful work event or situation and provide 

ratings on the 23-item measure of primary appraisal.  A principal components 

analysis of the primary appraisal ratings yielded five components: losing 

credibility, being seen as a difficult person, feeling you may not achieve, being 

made to feel responsible, and feeling a sense of injustice.  Dewe (1993) 

compared these findings and the three types of stressful appraisal described by 

Folkman and Lazarus (1984) and suggested there was similarity between their 

concepts of threat (e.g., threat to credibility, threat to achievement, and threat to 

justice), challenge (e.g., being made to feel responsible), and harm-loss (e.g., 

being seen as a difficult person). 

Although Dewe’s research applied cognitive appraisal theory to work 

settings, several criticisms of his approach to the measurement of primary 

appraisal are warranted.  First, Dewe focused on what made the situation 

demanding and why the person felt the event was significant for them, resulting 

in a list of broad issues pertaining to ‘what is important’ in generally stressful 

work events.  This is somewhat different from the more specific question of 

‘what is threatened, challenged or likely to be harmed or lost’?  According to 

Folkman and Lazarus (1991), determining what is at stake in the situation has 

important implications for the quality and intensity of emotion experienced.  As 
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Lazarus (1999) suggested, “there is no emotion without there being a goal at 

stake, just as there is no stress” (p. 92).  Second, there are inconsistencies 

between the findings of Dewe’s (1991) earlier research and his subsequent 

research findings (1992a, 1992b, 1993), despite the use of data from what 

appears to be the same sample of respondents in some of these studies.  These 

inconsistencies relate to both the number and the types of categories found in 

each of the studies.  Third, the measures have changed with successive studies, 

with no clear theoretical or empirical rationale for the changes, and no indication 

of why previous measures were conceptually or empirically inadequate.  Fourth, 

although Dewe approached the measurement of primary and secondary appraisal 

separately, the findings confound these constructs.  For example, perception of 

control according to Folkman and Lazarus’ theory plays an important role in 

secondary appraisal rather than in primary appraisal, and yet certain items and 

factors in Dewe’s presumptive measure of primary appraisal (1992a, 1992b, 

1993) are clearly related to a ‘lack of control’. 

Interestingly, there are some similarities between Dewe’s findings and 

those of Folkman and Lazarus (1980) and Folkman et al. (1986) with respect to 

threats to self-esteem, for example, losing your self-respect (Folkman et al., 

1986), feeling embarrassed, looking silly (Dewe, 1991), and appearing 

incompetent (Folkman et al., 1986; Dewe, 1993).  This suggests that threats to 

self-esteem may be a core issue that is at stake in many stressful situations.  

Threats to self-esteem is similar to what Lazarus (1991) describes  as ‘ego-

involvement’ which refers to the ways in which emotions are shaped by our 
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commitment to aspects of ego-identity (e.g., self and social esteem, ego-ideals, 

moral values). 

Peacock and Wong (1990) provided an alternative measure of primary 

appraisal, viz the Stress Appraisal Measure (SAM).  Their aim was to develop a 

psychometrically sound instrument that measures both primary and secondary 

appraisal dimensions.  Peacock and Wong sought to overcome the conceptual 

and methodological limitations of previous measures of primary appraisal, 

including the high risk of measurement error with single-item scales, limited 

applicability of primary appraisal scales to a range of situations, confounding of 

appraisal and coping, and limited availability of psychometric properties for 

existing measures. The focus of their research was on anticipatory stress rather 

than stress resulting from current or past events, and the primary appraisal 

dimensions they identified were threat, challenge, and centrality.  Threat, in  

their terms, involves the potential for harm or loss in the future, whereas 

challenge represents anticipation of gain or growth from the experience.  They 

argued that there is a conceptual similarity between centrality and the idea of 

‘stakes’, because centrality refers to the perceived importance of an event for 

one’s well-being. 

The methodology for development of the Stress Appraisal Measure (SAM) 

involved generating items for each of the appraisal dimensions and a perceived 

stressfulness scale.  Undergraduate students reported their perceptions of a 

forthcoming final examination by rating their appraisal of the event on a 5- 

point scale. Subsequent studies requested different samples of students to rate the  
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prospect of ‘not being able to obtain suitable summer employment’, and ‘being 

exposed to the AIDS virus’.  Two factor analyses revealed that the dimensions  

of threat, challenge, and centrality were relatively independent, and that threat  

and centrality were significant predictors of overall stressfulness. 

According  to Monroe and Kelley (1995), the SAM is one of the few 

instruments that assesses both primary and secondary appraisal, and explicitly 

seeks to distinguish appraisal from coping.  However, as Peacock and Wong 

(1990) pointed out, the focus of their research was anticipatory stress, and 

different instruments are required for measuring appraisal in current or past 

situations.  Their instrument is unique in its inclusion of the ‘centrality’ 

dimension, and reflects their focus on the evaluation of future stressful events.  

The result is an emphasis on ‘how much is at stake’ in the anticipated event, 

rather that ‘what stakes are involved’.  Although the concept of centrality was 

identified by Lazarus (1991), it is somewhat peripheral to the way that primary 

appraisal is typically defined, particularly with reference to current or past 

stressful events.  That is, ‘what is/was at stake’ is a more pertinent question than 

‘how central or important is this event’, assuming that the individual is unlikely 

to report an event as stressful if it did not have significance for them in some 

way.  

An alternative measure has recently been offered by Ferguson, 

Matthews, and Cox (1999).  These researchers were critical of Peacock and 

Wong’s (1990) SAM, because, they argued, it does not measure the theoretically 

important dimensions of loss or benefit, and the reliabilities for the threat and  
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challenge dimensions are barely adequate. As an alternative, Ferguson et al. 

developed an adjective checklist based on situational descriptions. Twenty 

adjectives were selected to reflect the threat, challenge, loss, and benefit 

dimensions. Undergraduate students described a recently experienced stressful 

event, and then rated the event on 6-point scales ranging from 0 (not at all) to 5 

(very much so) indicating the extent to which each adjective best described their 

perception of the event at the time it occurred.  Three factors accounting for 

59.7% of the variance were derived using exploratory factor analysis.  The first 

factor represented the ‘threat’ adjectives, the second factor was a combination of 

‘challenge’ and ‘benefit’ adjectives, and the third factor was related to ‘loss’ 

items. Ferguson et al. (1999) also reported the results of subsequent studies on 

the instrument that used confirmatory factor analyses, examined test-retest 

reliabilities and investigated the relationship between appraisal, personality, 

coping, and health outcomes.  The authors concluded that the nature of the 

experienced events is an important determinant, and in their view these 

situational variations are more important than personality variables in 

determining how the situation is appraised. Ferguson et al. also highlighted the 

problems associated with existing measures of primary appraisal, including the 

absence of empirical testing of primary appraisal dimensions (threat, challenge, 

harm-loss, benefit), and single-item assessments.  

The problem with the measures offered by both Peacock and Wong 

(1990) and Ferguson et al. (1999) is that ‘what is at stake’ was determined in 

advance of data collection in each of their approaches, and the question they  
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asked was ‘how much is at stake?’.  Based on the original findings of Folkman, 

Lazarus, and their colleagues (1980, 1986), what is at stake, or has the potential 

to be threatened, harmed or challenged, varies according to the particular 

stressful event, and it may not be meaningful to measure this in a generic way.  

From a theoretical perspective, the more pertinent questions to ask in 

investigations of primary appraisal are: (a) to what extent is the situation 

stressful, and (b) what is at ‘stake’ (or in other words, what potentially is 

threatened, challenged, or likely to be harmed or lost)?  While it is conceivable 

that there are some fundamental issues that are found in most stressful 

encounters (e.g., threats to self-esteem or ego-identity), it is also likely that there 

is considerable variation in terms of what is at stake, and this variation is related 

to the nature of the stressful situation.  Assessing primary appraisal, therefore, 

requires empirical analysis from the perspective of the individual experiencing 

the stressful encounter.  This consideration was particularly salient with respect 

to the research reported in this chapter, which aimed to apply cognitive appraisal 

theory to difficult communication encounters. If interpersonal and 

communication skills are employed in situationally-specific ways, as previous 

research suggests (Rakos, 1991; Wilson & Gallois, 1993), it is likely that 

appraisal of the encounter influences the behavioural response to the situation, 

and this varies from situation to situation.   As the measures of primary appraisal 

reviewed were considered inadequate in terms of their applicability to empirical 

research and their divergence from Folkman and Lazarus’ original theorising  



 105

construct, a new measure was developed for the purposes of the current research.  

Development of this measure was the focus of Study 3. 

Measures of Secondary Appraisal 

Secondary appraisal refers to an assessment of options and coping 

resources available to the individual faced with the stressful event.   There have 

been several attempts to measure secondary appraisal. However, much of this 

research does not operationalise the concept in accordance with a theoretical 

model.  As a result, there has been considerable variation in the way that 

measurement of secondary appraisal has been approached.   

Lazarus and Folkman (1984) described secondary appraisal as an 

evaluation of control over an event, together with beliefs about whether 

behaviours to deal with a problem can be performed successfully. In their view, 

secondary appraisal parallels Bandura’s (1977) concepts of ‘outcome expectancy’ 

(an estimate that a given strategy will lead to a particular outcome) and ‘efficacy 

expectancy’ (belief that one can successfully execute the strategy).   Perceived 

controllability is central to the model, as the amount of perceived control has a 

significant influence on the deployment of either problem-focused or emotion-

focused coping strategies. The appraisal of coping options includes an evaluation 

of the consequences of using a particular strategy compared with other demands 

that are occurring, and it is the relationship between efficacy expectancies and 

incentives (stakes) that determines the emotional response and coping (Folkman  

& Lazarus, 1984). Unlike global or dispositional constructs like locus of control, 

perceptions of self-efficacy and of control are situationally specific (Litt, 1988). 
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Despite their theoretical emphasis on controllability and self-efficacy, 

Folkman and her colleagues (1980, 1986) did not operationalise the construct 

specifically in this way. Rather, participants selected one of four items to 

describe a stressful episode and were asked, “in general, is this situation one that 

you could change or do something about; that must be accepted or gotten used 

to; that you needed to know more before you could act; and in which you had to 

hold yourself back from doing what you wanted to do” (Folkman & Lazarus, 

1980, p. 226).  Folkman and Lazarus developed the items in accordance with the 

theoretical model provided by Lazarus and Launier (1978) which identified four 

‘coping modes’; information seeking, direct action, inhibition of action, and 

intrapsychic.  

Many researchers have since used these same items or a variation of 

them to suit their particular research interests (e.g., Dewe, 1991, 1992b; McNair 

& Elliott, 1992).  For example, in exploring stressful work events, Dewe  

(1991, 1992b) slightly altered the wording of these four items and  

included two additional items:  ‘one where the organisational bureaucracy made  

it difficult to deal with’ and ‘one where if you dealt with it in the way you 

wanted it would have made things difficult for you’.  However, Dewe does not 

provide an explanation for how or why these additional items were selected.   In 

a subsequent study, Dewe (1992a) asked participants to describe ‘what if 

anything they could do about the events’, and grouped their qualitative responses 

into three categories, those where: ‘action could be taken’, ‘on reflection, action 

could have been taken’, and ‘there was little or nothing you could or wanted to  



 107

do’.  In a recent study conducted by Dewe and Ng (1999), secondary appraisal 

and coping were confounded, in that participants were asked to describe ‘how 

they coped’ with the stressful situation described, to provide a measure of 

secondary appraisal.  It is not clear why Dewe utilised these different approaches 

to measuring secondary appraisal. As originally described by Folkman and 

Lazarus, secondary appraisal involves an assessment of how well the person 

believes they are able to cope, and is conceptually distinct from the coping 

strategies employed in response to the stressful situation. 

Peacock and Wong (1990) conceptualised secondary appraisal in terms of 

controllability.  Their methodology involved generating items in relation to each 

of three scales, which they claimed are relatively independent.  These scales are 

controllable-by-self, controllable-by-others, or uncontrollable-by-anyone.  

However, these categories of control do not have any empirical basis, but rather 

they are assumed to be the way that control is assessed by individuals (Peacock  

& Wong, 1990).  Despite growing interest in the SAM since its publication, it 

has two important limitations.  First, it is not well informed by empirical 

evidence, and, second, it seems to focus on the control aspect and ignore the 

self-efficacy component of the original theory posulated by Folkman, Lazarus, 

and colleagues. 

Terry’s (1994) approach to the measurement of secondary appraisal was 

more akin to Folkman and Lazarus’ original conceptualisation, in that it 

incorporated elements of both perceived control and self-efficacy. Terry and her 

colleagues (Terry, 1991, 1994; Terry, Tonge, & Callan, 1995) argued that  
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control and self-efficacy can be conceptually and empirically distinguished, and 

suggested it is conceivable that an individual may perceive an event to be 

controllable, but lack confidence in his or her ability to manage the situation 

effectively. 

Terry (1994) operationalised controllability in terms of situational 

control beliefs, with six items rated on a 5-point scale ranging  from 1 (not at all) 

to 5 (very much).  Self-efficacy was measured with six items assessing how 

effectively participants felt they could deal with the event, measured on a 5-point 

scale ranging from 1 (not at all well) to 5 (extremely well).  Terry (1994) 

reported good internal consistency for the measures (Cronbach alpha was .79 for 

situational control beliefs and .88 for self-efficacy). As this approach to 

measuring secondary appraisal directly accords with the theoretical model 

postulated by Folkman, Lazarus, and colleagues, it was selected for use in the 

current research. 

Measures of Coping and Response Strategies 

In the theoretical model proposed by Folkman and Lazarus, coping is 

described as the person’s “constantly changing cognitive and behavioural efforts 

to manage specific external and/or internal demands that are appraised as taxing 

or exceeding the person’s resources” (Folkman et al., 1986).  In the context of 

stressful interpersonal situations ‘coping’ is, essentially, the person’s response.  

As the cognitive appraisal model postulated by Folkman and Lazarus has not 

been applied to these difficult situations previously, an instrument or 

combination of measures was sought that could be (a) readily adaptable to the  
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domain of difficult communication at work, and (b) provided a range of response 

options relevant to this context.  These response strategies were identified from 

Folkman and Lazarus’ work in cognitive appraisal and the communication 

literature.  

Coping and Response Strategies   

Folkman and Lazarus (1988b) developed the Ways of Coping 

Questionnaire (WOCQ) to identify thoughts and actions that individuals may use 

to cope with a specific stressful encounter.  The 66-item instrument represented  

a broad range of cognitive and behavioural strategies.  The WOCQ is a revised 

version of Folkman and Lazarus’ (1980) 68-item ‘Ways of Coping Checklist’.  

The items on the Checklist were derived from a theoretical framework outlined 

by Lazarus (1966) and Lazarus and Launier (1978) and concepts identified in the 

coping literature (Folkman & Lazarus, 1988b).  In the WOCQ, the data from 

married couples reporting stressful events (Folkman et al., 1986) were factor 

analysed, yielding eight factors: confrontative coping, distancing, self-

controlling, seeking social support, accepting responsibility, escape-avoidance, 

planful problem-solving, and positive reappraisal. 

The WOCQ continues to be used extensively in coping research 

(Schwartz & Stone, 1993), despite attracting criticism regarding the limited 

availability of information on its construct validity (Edwards & O’Neill, 1998).  

This criticism notwithstanding, several other researchers have identified similar 

coping strategies.  For example, participants in Schwartz and Stone’s (1993) 

study of coping with daily work problems indicated whether or not they used 
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 any action or thoughts described in each of eight coping strategies to handle the 

stressful situation.  These strategies were distraction, situation redefinition, 

direct action, catharsis, acceptance, seeking social support, relaxation, and 

religion.  However, the authors did not describe how they identified the eight 

categories.  Peacock and Wong (1996) also identified eight coping “schemas” in 

their 81-item Inventory of Coping Schemas.  The instrument measures a broad 

range of strategies developed from their own qualitative research and selected 

items from existing coping instruments organised into eight categories:  

situational (also known as instrumental or problem-focused), social support, 

passive-emotional, active-emotional, preventive, existential, self-restructuring, 

and spiritual/religious.  They developed the instrument by identifying major 

types of common life problems, and the strategies for coping with the each type 

of problem, and then grouped them into broad categories.  In completing the 

instrument, participants rate on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (a 

great amount), the extent to which they employed each of the coping strategies 

in dealing with the problem.  Peacock and Wong (1996) reported high internal 

consistency for each of the scales (ranging from .80 to .97), as well as 

convergent and divergent validity with  scales on the WOCQ. 

A similar approach was used by Dewe and Guest (1990) in the 

development of their 63-item coping checklist, pertaining specifically to coping 

with work-related stress.  The 63 items were developed from responses provided 

in open-ended interviews with 40 employees from a large UK mail-order 

company.  Respondents were asked to describe a time at work when they felt  
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under stress and how they managed to cope. The 63-item questionnaire was then 

presented to 223 supervisors and administrators from the same company.  A 

principal components analysis of the responses yielded six factors:  rational task-

oriented behaviour, emotional release, utilisation of home resources, recovery 

and preparation to deal with the problem, postponing action by distracting 

attention or avoiding the issue, and passive attempts to tolerate the effect.  

Interestingly, there are similarities between the WOCQ scales and 

dimensions found by other researchers.  For example, rational task-oriented 

behaviour (Dewe & Guest, 1990) and situational, problem-focused strategies 

(Peacock & Wong, 1990) are similar to the dimension of planful problem 

solving (Folkman & Lazarus, 1988b).  In the same way, there are elements of 

social support, emotional self-management, and avoidance or other passive 

attempts to cope in each of the instruments. These instruments offer a range of 

coping strategies for dealing with generally stressful situations.  

Although there are various instruments purporting to measure coping 

strategies, none has been as extensively researched as the WOCQ.  This 

instrument was selected for the current research because it is a widely-

recognised published instrument and offers broad-ranging strategies.  Breadth 

was considered important, given that cognitive appraisal theory had not 

previously been applied to stressful communication.  Although the WOCQ 

provides a broad framework for coping with stressful situations, it is untested in 

work contexts and in the specific domain of communication.  For this reason,  
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strategies described in the communication and conflict literature were also 

explored.   

Response Strategies from the Communication Literature 

In the communication literature, there are several models of 

understanding interpersonal communication in dyads that may be useful in this 

exploration of difficult situations.  For the purposes of the current study, three 

areas were considered most applicable: conflict handling behaviour, social rules 

in work contexts, and dialectics. These, together with the coping responses 

offered by Folkman and Lazarus’ model provide a breadth of response strategies 

for comparison and synthesis in the current study. 

Conflict and communication.  From the perspective of communication 

researchers, Thomas and Kilmann (1974) have provided a significant 

contribution to the domain of conflict and communication research and theory.  

The Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument was adapted from earlier 

theoretical work by Kenneth Thomas (unpublished doctoral research conducted 

in 1971, cited in Thomas, 1976) and is designed to assess an individual’s 

behaviour in responding to conflict situations.  Thomas and Kilmann defined 

‘conflict situations’ as those situations where the concerns of two people appear 

to be incompatible. 

According to Thomas (1976), a person’s behaviour in a conflict situation 

can be described in terms of two basic dimensions: the person’s desire to satisfy 

their own concerns, and the person’s desire to satisfy the other person’s 

concerns.  These two dimensions of behaviour are used to describe five methods 
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of dealing with conflict or ‘conflict-handling modes’.  These are competing, 

accommodating, avoiding, collaborating, and compromising.  Competitive 

behaviour is used when a person pursues their own concerns at the other 

person’s expense, and seeks to defend their position, or trys to win in an 

uncooperative manner.  Accommodating behaviour is the opposite of 

competitive behaviour, and is used when a person neglects their own concerns to 

satisfy the concerns of the other person (e.g., obeying another person when one 

would prefer not to; yielding to another’s point of view).  Collaborating is an 

attempt to work together to find a solution to the conflict that fully satisfy the 

concerns of both parties.  Compromising behaviour falls in between competitive 

and accommodating behaviour, where the objective is to find a mutually 

acceptable solution that partially satisfies both parties.  Avoidance involves 

behaviour that does not address the conflict, and the concerns of both parties are 

not immediately pursued.  This kind of behaviour can include, for example, 

postponing the issue until a later time, or withdrawing from the situation 

altogether. 

As the model describes situations in which the concerns of two people 

are incompatible, the responses contained in Thomas and Kilmann’s (1974) 

instrument are therefore relevant to dealing with difficult or problematic 

interpersonal situations at work.  The model recognises that each type of 

conflict-handling response may be useful depending on the requirements of the 

specific situation, and is applicable to the focus in the current research. 
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Social rules.  People interact in social situations in order to achieve 

certain goals, and rules develop to coordinate the behaviour of the 

communicators so that these goals can be met (Argyle et al., 1981). Rules in this 

sense are behaviours which members of a group generally believe should, or 

should not, occur within a particular situation, or across a range of situations.  

Social rules theory is a key approach underpinning the understanding and 

analysis of situations and determining interpersonally effective behaviour 

(Argyle et al., 1981; Wilson & Gallois, 1993).   

Wilson and Gallois (1993) identified social rules and goals for negative 

assertive situations.  Their work in this domain was particularly relevant to the 

current study, as it is likely that it is within this domain that ‘difficult’ or 

stressful situations will be found.  Wilson and Gallois established general, 

gender-specific, and situation-specific rules for socially appropriate behaviour in 

ongoing relationships in negative assertive contexts.  Their methodology 

involved formulating vignettes for six behavoural response classes within the 

negative assertive domain:  responding to fair personal criticism, expressing a 

difference of opinion, giving criticism, refusing a reasonable request, responding 

to unfair personal criticism, and responding to someone who is trying to push 

their views.  Six different referent groups also represented close relationships of 

a personal nature (friends, parents, spouse) and distant relationships in a work 

context (superior, subordinates, colleagues).  Situations were constructed such 

that all referents were involved in an ongoing relationship with the asserter.  

Participants in the role of asserter responded to open-ended questions in relation  
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to the situational vignette, aimed at discerning prescriptive and proscriptive 

social rules (‘What you should/should not say and do is…?’) and related goals 

and intentions (‘Your reasons for this are…?’).  Raters grouped together 

statements that conveyed a common meaning, and each of the items in a cluster 

had to be nominated by at least 60% of the participants in order to be regarded a 

social rule. 

A key finding of their research is that socially appropriate responses in 

ongoing relationships always involve some degree of mutuality, or concern for 

both self and others.  In their study, men and women consistently identified rules 

which combined self-expression and the avoidance of conflict.  An investigation 

of the dimensional structure of social goals for appropriate responding revealed 

three dimensions.  These were: locus of concern (self or other), outcome  

priority (getting the task done or maintaining the relationship), and style of 

managing conflict (a direct or indirect style).  Their findings in relation to these 

underlying goal dimensions parallel other research (Blake & Mouton, 1964; 

Falbo & Peplau, 1980; Thomas, 1976).   

The findings described by Wilson and Gallois (1993) are relevant to the 

current research in that the social rules offer a framework for assessing the 

extent to which particular response strategies are socially acceptable.  Within 

specific contexts, this information can guide the responsible and informed choice 

of individuals facing difficult or stressful face-to-face encounters.   

Dialectics.  A further source of response strategies are those identified by 

Baxter (1988, 1990) in her work on dialectical tensions in relationship 
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development.  According to dialectical theory, the co-presence of opposing or 

contradictory forces underlie relationship dynamics.  Baxter posited there are 

three primary dialectical forces, autonomy-connection, openness-closedness, and 

predictability-novelty.  The autonomy-connection dialectic is considered the 

principal dialectic because connection is central to a relationship’s identity and 

autonomy is to an individual’s identity.  Openness is a prerequisite for bonding, 

yet creates vulnerability necessitating closedness.  Relationships require 

predictability, but too much predictability leads to rigidity that necessitates 

novelty or change.   

Although Baxter’s work has focused primarily on personal rather than 

work relationships, the four basic types of response strategies she described for 

managing the contradictions are of interest to the current research.  In response 

to dialectical choices individuals use ‘selection’ (choosing one pole and 

excluding the other), ‘separation’ (alternating between the two poles at different 

times), ‘neutralisation’ (compromising between the two poles), and ‘reframing’ 

(no longer perceiving the poles as opposites).  A fundamental dialectical tension 

in most relationships is the choice between a concern for self and a concern for 

the other person, as depicted in Thomas and Kilmann’s (1974) framework and 

by Wilson and Gallois (1993).  A dialectical perspective provides a framework 

for understanding relationship development over time.  In the context of the 

current study, the interest is in the response strategies that may be used to 

reconcile the dialectical oppositions in ongoing work relationships. 
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Summary and Rationale 

In reviewing previous approaches to the measurement of primary and 

secondary appraisal and response strategies, it is clear that the constructs have 

been assessed in various ways, only some of which are in accordance with the 

theoretical model postulated by Folkman and Lazarus.  In evaluating these 

measures, with a view to selecting instruments suitable to the current research, 

two criteria were considered:  first, to what extent are the measures applicable to 

work contexts, and more specifically, the domain of face-to-face communication 

at work?  Second, to what extent do the measures remain true to Folkman and 

Lazarus’ theoretical model of cognitive appraisal? 

With reference to primary appraisal, two issues were apparent.  First, 

very few of the measures used in previous research align with the description of 

the theoretical construct.  Second, it is likely that appraisal of what is ‘at stake’ 

in a stressful encounter is situationally-specific, and may vary according to the 

particular demands of the situation.  This suggested the need to develop 

empirically a measure of primary appraisal that was relevant to the current 

research focus, that of stressful face-to-face communication at work.  The 

development of this measure was the focus of the first study reported in this 

chapter (Study 3).  The primary appraisal measure that resulted was used in the 

final study (Study 5).  With respect to secondary appraisal, there has been 

considerable variation in the measurement of this construct. However, the 

measures of situational control and self-efficacy designed by Terry (1991, 1994) 
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 were considered the most closely related to the construct and therefore most 

suitable for this research.   

With reference to coping or response strategies, there is no single 

instrument that is readily adaptable to the domain of difficult communication at 

work, and so the aim of the second study reported in this chapter was the 

development of an instrument that provides a range of response options relevant 

to this context.  The range of response strategies was identified from a number  

of divergent sources within the cognitive appraisal and communication literature, 

and a synthesis of these strategies into a single measure of response strategies  

was the aim of Study 4.  

 

Study 3:  Development of the Primary Appraisal Measure 

Overview 

In this study, qualitative data from participants were used to identify the 

key primary appraisal dimensions in the context of eight specific difficult 

interpersonal encounters identified in Study 2.  The responses from participants 

identified what was ‘at stake’ in each of the situations, and these qualitative data 

were coded and collated to form a 12-item measure of primary appraisal. 

Method 

Participants  

A total of 121 participants (36 male and 85 female) provided qualitative 

responses to open-ended questions in a questionnaire as part of a larger research 

study. All participants were enrolled in an undergraduate psychology course and  
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had at least 6 months full-time or part-time work experience. The participants 

ranged in age from 17 years to 54 years (M=24.3, SD=8.5; the range for  

women was 17 to 48, M=28.3, SD=7.1, and for men the range was 17 to 54, 

M=26.5, SD=10.9).  Women had an average of 3.5 years (SD=5.1) of full- 

time and 2.4 years (SD=2.3) of part-time work experience, whereas for men the  

averages were 7.0 years (SD=10.3) full-time and 1.5 years (SD=1.6)  part-time 

work experience.  Fifty-eight participants (47.9%) had some experience in a 

supervisory role.  Of those with supervisory experience, 44 participants (36.3% 

of the total sample) had more than 6 months supervisory experience.  Seventy-

four participants  (61.2%) had previously participated in a communication or 

interpersonal skills seminar. 

Procedure  

The stimulus situations used for the present study were selected from 31 

difficult communication situations previously identified (see Study 1).  An 

investigation of the dimensional structure of the difficult communication 

situations (as reported in Study 2) revealed four dimensions:  protection or 

approach, vulnerability, self-management, and personal involvement/ 

engagement. For the current study, eight stimulus situations were used, 

representing difficult communication situations at each pole of the four 

dimensions. The situations were: responding to someone who is angry, 

aggressive or verbally abusive, responding to fair personal criticism or feedback, 

responding to someone who is feeling emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed, 

interacting with high powered or intimidating people, communicating when you 
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feel emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed yourself, mediating conflicts or 

disagreements between others at work, responding to negative feedback or a 

reprimand from a manager, and saying ‘no’ to someone who asks for your 

assistance with a work task. Participants were instructed to consider each 

situation as one that involves an ongoing work relationship that is important to 

maintain, one for which they would like to see a resolution to the problem, and 

in which it is important to manage the emotion in the situation.  Participants 

were presented with the stimulus situation and asked to describe what is ‘at 

stake’ in this situation?  Participants wrote their responses in a space provided 

below each of the situations.  This questionnaire is presented in Appendix C. 

Results 

Data Coding  

Participants’ responses and demographic information (e.g., gender, age, 

amount and type of work experience) were transferred to a table for ease of 

access and collation of the information.  Responses for each participant were 

transcribed verbatim into the table. As participants could provide multiple 

responses to each item, a total of 1099 responses were transcribed from the 

survey.  

The set of responses for each stimulus situation was examined separately.  

An inductive coding strategy was utilised to develop suitable codes for 

classifying the data (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  This technique involved 

assigning a category label which best described the meaning of each response.  

Once the responses were initially coded, they were sorted into like categories 
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and compared for coherence and overlap, to justify the inclusion of each 

observation in the category and to render the category set internally consistent, 

as recommended by Lincoln and Guba (1985).  Then, the category labels were 

reviewed and, where appropriate, a more abstract or higher order category was 

applied to the observations (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). 

For example, the response ‘saying something you shouldn’t and embarrassing 

yourself’ was initially coded as embarrassing self.  When compared with other 

similar responses, a higher order category label of feeling vulnerable or 

embarrassed; losing dignity was applied, as it encompassed several similar 

individual responses.  This approach to coding data ensures that the analysis is 

empirically grounded. Of the total responses, 1082 responses were coded.  

Seventeen responses could not be coded, because the content was either 

ambiguous, idiosyncratic, or unrelated to the survey question. 

Inter-rater Reliability   

Following the initial coding of the data, two expert raters with several 

years experience in interpersonal skills training and education coded a subset of 

the raw data.  Each rater was provided with 325 responses to rate, which 

represented 30% of the total data set of 1082 responses, and a list of 17 category 

labels previously identified by the primary researcher.  The raters, working 

independently, assigned the category label that they considered best matched 

each qualitative response.  The raters were instructed to assign two category 

labels to a response where they considered a single category did not adequately 

represent the response.  Raters were also instructed not to code responses if they  
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were unsure of what category to apply.  The raters did not communicate with 

each other at any stage of the coding procedure to ensure independence and 

objectivity (Krippendorff, 1980).  Inter-rater reliability was calculated as the 

percent agreement (Miles & Huberman 1994) between the category labels 

assigned by the expert rater and those assigned in the initial coding procedure by 

the primary researcher.  Only exact matches between the category labels applied 

by the primary researcher and the expert rater were counted in calculating the 

percent agreement.  That is, where the primary researcher had assigned two 

category labels, the expert rater had also to assign the same two category labels 

to be considered a match.  The percent agreement was calculated as the number 

of exact matches (between the primary researcher and each expert rater 

independently) divided by the total number of responses rated.  The percent 

agreement was 76.2% for one rater, and 86.1% for the other.  

Selection of Items   

Seventeen categories were identified, and several of these categories 

emerged consistently in three or more of the eight sets of data (each set 

represented a stimulus situation).  A category was selected for inclusion in the 

instrument if either one of two criteria were met:  a) the category emerged 

consistently in a minimum of 4 of the 8 stimulus situations, or b) the minimum 

frequency of responses exceeded 10% in any single subset of data.  Five 

categories were not included because they did not meet these criteria.  The 

categories that were eliminated were ‘opportunity for personal development and 

learning’, ‘clarity of thought and clear judgement’, ‘reciprocal assistance for you  
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in the future’, ‘your objectivity’, and ‘opportunity to improve work skills or 

performance’. Twelve categories were selected and an item was developed to 

represent each category, and these items are presented in Table 3.1. 

 

Table 3.1 

Primary Appraisal Items – Issues ‘At Stake’ 

Item 
1.  Maintaining your working relationship with the other person. 

2.  Your own emotional state – preventing your feelings from being hurt. 

3.  The other  person’s emotional state – preventing their feelings from being hurt. 

4.  Losing control of your emotions. 

5.  Your reputation, or how you are perceived by others. 

6.  Your self-confidence, self-esteem, or how you perceive yourself. 

7.   Resolution of the situation – not making the situation worse. 

8.  Your job or career prospects. 

9.  The work atmosphere or relations among other work colleagues. 

10. Your physical safety. 

11. Responding effectively and appropriately to the situation. 

12. Your pride or dignity. 

 
 
 

Discussion 

This qualitative study drew on survey data to derive items for a primary 

appraisal instrument.  Using the question originally posed by Folkman et al. 

(1986) ‘what is at stake’ in the situation, this survey sought to empirically derive 

issues related to primary appraisal in relation to difficult communication 

situations. The results indicate that there are some similarities in what people 

identified was ‘at stake’ in relation to difficult situations.  For example, issues 

identified across all eight difficult situations included maintaining the  
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relationship with the other person, their own and the other person’s emotional 

state, losing control, their reputation or how others perceived them, and their 

self-perception.  Despite these similarities, the issues that are at stake in any one 

situation can vary in intensity, and may be represented and combined with other 

‘stakes’ in situationally-specific ways.  Consider for example, the concern for 

their reputation and how they are perceived by others.  In the context of 

interacting with intimidating people, this issue was described alongside 

statements such as a concern to make a good impression, whereas in the 

situation of responding when emotional, it was described in terms of 

professional credibility. 

There were also some similarities with the primary appraisal dimensions 

found in previous research.  For example, the theme of how one is perceived by 

others is similar to losing the affection, approval or respect of someone 

important to you (Folkman et al., 1986), appearing incompetent (Dewe, 1991), 

losing credibility, and being seen as a difficult person (Dewe, 1993).  Similarly, 

the self-confidence, self-esteem, and pride and dignity theme found in the 

current study is similar to the notion of losing self-respect as identified by 

Folkman et al. (1986) and failing to meet one’s own expectations (Dewe, 1993).   

There are some issues identified in the current study that have not been 

identified in previous research.  The concept of preserving the relationship with 

the other person, and with work colleagues, together with preventing one’s own 

or the other person’s feelings from being hurt, have not been found previously.  

These issues may be related to the type of stressful situation that is the focus of  
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this research, that is, difficult face-to-face encounters with someone at work.  

Similarly, the emphasis on responding effectively and appropriately to the 

situation, and not making the situation worse, is also related to the nature of the 

stressful situation presented to participants in this study.  What this suggests is 

that primary appraisal is a process that is situation-specific, and people make 

decisions about what is at stake and how important those stakes are relative to 

other stakes, depending on the dynamics of the situation in which they find 

themselves.  It is also possible that there are certain ‘core’ stakes that are to be 

protected at all costs and are potentially present in all stressful situations, for 

example, threats to one’s reputation, and to one’s self-esteem.  The implications 

of these findings are that beyond certain ‘core’ issues, it may not be possible to 

measure primary appraisal with a generic instrument such as those that have 

been used previously.  Rather, the stakes, or things that are threatened, 

challenged or likely to be harmed or lost, must be determined with reference to 

each type of stressful event, not in isolation from it.  By definition, a stressful 

situation involves threat, challenge, harm or loss (whether real or perceived).  

However, in order to meaningfully understand the process of primary appraisal  

it is necessary to investigate these issues at a more specific level in the context of 

the stressful situation to determine the relative importance of the issues at stake. 

The stakes identified in the current study are relevant to the difficult 

communication situations under investigation here, and accordingly, this 

instrument was used in Study 5.  In the next study (Study 4), the identification of 

strategies for responding to difficult communication encounters was explored. 
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Study 4:  Development of the Response Strategies Measure 

Overview 

The purpose of this study was to identify a range of strategies that people 

use in response to difficult communication encounters at work.  Drawing on 

strategies previously identified in the stress and cognitive appraisal literature 

(WOCQ), conflict management (Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument) 

literature, and response strategies developed from social rules theory and 

dialectic theory, this study developed a response strategies instrument for use in 

a subsequent study (Study 5). 

Method 

Participants  

A total of 261 participants (66 male and 195 female) completed the 

survey. The sample comprised 207 participants who were enrolled in an 

undergraduate psychology course and had at least 6 months full-time or part-

time work experience, and 54 participants who were employed in administration, 

consulting, and management positions in a professional services organisation.   

The participants ranged in age from 17 years to 54 years (M=23.9, SD=8.2);  

the range for women was 17 to 48 (M=23.7, SD=7.9), and for men the range 

was 17 to 54 (M=24.6, SD=9.1).  Women had an average of 3.7 years 

(SD=5.3) of full-time and 2.6 years (SD=2.5) of part-time work experience, 

whereas for men the averages were 4.7 years (SD=8.7) full-time and 2.1 years 

(SD=2.0) part-time work experience.  Of the total sample, 114 participants 

(43.6%) had some supervisory experience, and 85 of these participants (32.6%  
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of the total sample) had more than 6 months supervisory experience; 145 

participants (55.5%) had previously participated in a communication or 

interpersonal skills seminar or workshop. 

Procedure  

Response strategy items were derived from four sources, two of which  

are widely used published instruments, the Ways of Coping Questionnaire 

(WOCQ, Folkman & Lazarus, 1988b), and the Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode 

Instrument (Thomas & Kilmann, 1976).  Additional items were derived from the 

theoretical literature on social rules and dialectics.  

Coping strategies.   Fifty items from the 66-item WOCQ (Folkman & 

Lazarus, 1988b) were selected.  Sixteen items were not included as they are not 

contained in any of the eight factors identified by Folkman and Lazarus (1988b) 

and the Manual for the WOCQ advises that these items should not be scored.   

Conflict strategies.  Items were selected from the Thomas-Kilmann 

Conflict Mode Instrument (Thomas & Kilmann, 1974).  This instrument has 60 

items presented in pairs from which respondents select one.  In the original 

instrument, many of the items are presented more than once and many are 

almost identical.  For the purposes of the current study, unique items were 

selected.  For example ‘I will let other people have some of their positions if 

they let me have some of mine’ and ‘I will let the other person have some of 

his/her positions if he/she lets me have some of mine’ were considered to 

represent the same concept, and so only one of these items was selected.  

However, where the inclusion of words could potentially change the meaning of  
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the item, both items were included, for example ‘ I try to do what is necessary to 

avoid tensions’ and ‘I try to do what is necessary to avoid useless tensions’.  

Thirty-seven items were selected for inclusion in the instrument.   

Social rules.  Fifteen items were generated representing the social rules 

for self-expression, avoiding conflict, and preventing withdrawal identified by 

Wilson and Gallois (1993).  The items were developed using words and phrases 

from each of the respective social rules.  

Dialectical response strategies.  Fourteen items were generated 

representing the dialectical response strategies identified by Baxter (1988).  The 

items represented the selection, separation, neutralisation, and reframing response 

strategies. 

Both the social rules and dialectic response strategy items were reviewed 

by three independent raters with extensive knowledge of social rules theory and 

experience with interpersonal skills training.  The raters checked that the items 

were consistent with the theoretical underpinnings of social rules and dialectic 

theory, and were clearly and concisely written.  Where necessary, items in all 

scales were reworded in the present tense for consistency.  A total of 116 items 

were derived from the four sources that comprised the questionnaire: the 

WOCQ, the Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument, Wilson and Gallois’ 

social rules and Baxter’s dialectical response strategies.  The responses from 

each source were considered a set and the items pertaining to each set were 

included randomly throughout the questionnaire.  Each of the four sets were 

presented within a single questionnaire. However the four sets were  
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counterbalanced in four different versions of the questionnaire to minimise 

response bias.  A version of the questionnaire is presented in Appendix C.  All 

raw data is presented in Appendix D. 

  Participants were asked to rate each strategy according to how effective 

they believed it would be if used in response to a difficult face-to-face situation  

at work.  Participants were asked to ‘think how effective the responses would be 

in a generally difficult situation in which it is an ongoing relationship that is 

important to maintain, you would like to seek a resolution to the situation, and 

you would like to manage the emotion in the situation (both your emotional 

response and the other person’s)’.  Each item was rated on three scales 

measuring how effective the strategy is in terms of ‘resolving the situation’, 

‘maintaining the relationship’, and ‘managing the emotion’. A 7-point scale 

ranged from 1 (not at all effective) to 7 (very effective) for each effectiveness 

measure.   

Results 

All data analyses were conducted using SPSS v10.0.5.  The first set of 

analyses involved the ratings of ‘effectiveness in resolving the situation’.  Each 

set of response strategies (coping, conflict, social rules, and dialectics) were 

analysed separately using principal components analysis with varimax rotation. 

Solutions with two, three, four, and five components were extracted, using both 

orthogonal and oblique rotations.  In selecting the final solution for each 

analysis, consideration was given to the size of the eigenvalues for each 

component, inspection of the scree test, and conceptual clarity and consistency  
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of the components (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).  For each analysis, a criterion  

of .42 was adopted as a meaningful item loading.  Tabachnick and Fidell 

(2001) suggested assessing the factorability of the correlation matrix for further 

analysis, and recommended the use of Bartlett’s (1954) test of sphericity, 

particularly if there are less than five cases per variable.  This test was applied 

to each of the four analyses and chi-square values were:  4899.39 (df=1225) for 

the WOCQ items, 2892.92 (df=666) for the Thomas-Kilmann items, 1669.29 

(df=105) for the social rules items, and 1080.85 (df=91) for the dialectic 

response items. Each of these results was significant (p<.001), indicating 

acceptable factorability of the correlation matrices.  In addition, the Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin (Kaiser, 1970) measure of sampling adequacy coefficients for the 

analyses were .86, .84, .86, and .80, respectively.   

These analyses were repeated for the ratings of effectiveness in 

maintaining the relationship, and for the ratings of effectiveness in managing the 

emotion.  Results for the principal components analyses for effectiveness in 

resolving the situation, including item loadings, communalities, eigenvalues and 

percentages of variance, are presented in Tables 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5.  Item 

loadings in bold font indicate salient loadings.  Means and standard deviations 

for the components found in each analysis are presented in Table 3.6.  The 

results of the principal components analyses for effectiveness in maintaining the 

relationship, and effectiveness in managing the emotion are presented in 

Appendix E. 
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Table 3.2 
 
Item Loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues and Percentages of Variance for 
Principal Components Analysis with Varimax Rotation on WOCQ Coping 
Strategies – Resolving Situation 
 

   
 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 h2 

FL35 I refuse to believe that it has happened. .79 .04 -.21 .67 

FL29 I wish that the situation will go away or 
somehow be over with. .77 .05 -.00 .60 

FL31 I hope a miracle will happen. .77 .02 -.15 .61 

FL32 I take it out on other people. .72 -.04 -.10 .53 

FL12 I try to forget the whole thing. .71 .01 -.02 .50 

FL42 I avoid being with people in general. .69 .19 -.21 .56 

FL7 
I try to make myself feel better by eating, 
drinking, smoking, using drugs or 
medication and so forth. 

.67 .07 -.10 .47 

FL13 I go along with fate; sometimes I just have 
bad luck. .67 -.03 .17 .48 

FL33 I keep others from knowing how bad 
things are. .67 .16 -.14 .49 

FL22 I criticise or lecture myself. .66 .13 -.07 .46 

FL8 I go on as if nothing has happened. .65 -.04 -.01 .43 

FL34 I have fantasies about how things might 
turn out. .62 .21 -.12 .44 

FL38 I try to keep my feelings to myself. .60 .28 -.14 .45 

FL4 I express anger to the person(s) who 
caused the problem. .59 .02 -.01 .35 

FL21 I do something which I don’t think will 
work, but at least I am doing something. .58 .19 -.05 .38 

FL37 I sleep more than usual. .56 .40 -.20 .52 

FL23 I make a promise to myself that things will 
be different next time. .53 .28 .17 .39 

FL10 I don’t let it get to me; refuse to think 
about it too much. .51 .08 .14 .29 

FL18 I stand my ground and fight for what I 
want. .42 .07 .21 .22 

FL46 I make light of the situation; refuse to get 
to serious about it. .35 .34 .10 .26 
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Table 3.2 (cont.). 
   
 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 h2 

FL45 I take a big chance or do something risky. .35 .31 -.05 .22 

FL11 I realise that I brought the problem on 
myself. .30 .03 .25 .15 

FL49 I accept sympathy and understanding from 
someone. .21 .67 -.02 .49 

FL48 I find new faith. .22 .66 -.18 .52 

FL39 I rediscover what is important in life. .24 .63 .07 .46 

FL50 I change something about myself. .13 .62 .09 .41 

FL25 I apologise or do something to make up. .17 .56 .21 .39 

FL41 I change or grow as a person in a good 
way. -.06 .55 .32 .41 

FL24 I am inspired to do something creative. .14 .54 .18 .34 

FL36 I pray. .27 .46 -.24 .35 

FL40 I know what has to be done, so I double 
my efforts to make things work. -.23 .45 .45 .46 

FL16 I look for the silver lining, so to speak; try 
to look on the bright side of things. .13 .41 .31 .29 

FL5 I come out of the experience better than 
when I went in. -.11 .39 .08 .17 

FL47 I try to keep my feelings from interfering 
with other things too much. .13 .38 .27 .24 

FL3 
I think about how a person I admire would 
handle the situation and use that as a 
model. 

-.04 .38 .20 .18 

FL26 I just concentrate on what I have to do next 
– the next step. .23 .35 .34 .30 

FL27 I let my feelings out somehow. .20 .33 .28 .23 

FL9 I draw on my past experiences; I have been 
in a similar situation before. -.06 .04 .66 .45 

FL17 I talk to someone to find out more about 
the situation. -.21 .13 .65 .49 

FL15 I go over in my mind what I would say or 
do. -.13 .00 .64 .42 

FL2 I come up with a couple of different 
solutions to  the problem. -.27 .19 .60 .47 

FL14 I try not to act too hastily or follow my 
first hunch. .02 -.04 .59 .35 

FL30 I talk to someone who can do something 
concrete about the problem. -.17 .36 .51 .42 

FL1 I try to get the person responsible to 
change his or her mind. .23 .04 .44 .25 

FL19 I talk to someone about how I am feeling. -.06 .37 .40 .30 
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Table 3.2 (cont.). 
   
 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 h2 

FL44 I make a plan of action and follow it. -.34 .28 .39 .35 

FL6 I ask a relative or friend I respect for 
advice. -.04 .38 .38 .29 

FL43 I try not to burn my bridges, but leave 
things open somewhat. .13 .33 .36 .26 

FL20 I get professional help -.11 .15 .36 .17 

FL28 I change something so things will turn out 
alright. .12 .33 .34 .24 

 Eigenvalue 9.2 5.4 4.6  

 % variance 18.5 10.8 9.2  
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Table 3.3 
 
Item Loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues and Percentages of Variance for 
Principal Components Analysis with Varimax Rotation on Thomas-Kilmann 
Conflict Mode Strategies – Resolving Situation 
 

   

 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 h2 

TK18 I try to find a fair combination of gains and 
losses for both of us. 

.71 .23 .02 .55 

TK30 I try to find a compromise solution. .70 .22 .01 .53 

TK14 I always share the problem with the other 
person so that we can work it out. 

.68 .02 -.04 .46 

TK22 I try to find a position that is intermediate 
between his/hers and mine. 

.67 .20 .05 .49 

TK13 I usually seek the other’s help in working 
out a solution. 

.67 .02 -.05 .45 

TK17 I propose a middle ground. .66 .21 -.09 .48 

TK8 I tell the person my ideas and ask for 
his/hers. 

.64 -.03 .11 .42 

TK23 I always lean toward a direct discussion of 
the problem. 

.62 -.15 .19 .45 

TK16 I give up some points in exchange for 
others. 

.61 .11 .04 .38 

TK25 I consistently seek the other’s help in 
working out a solution. 

.60 .07 -.04 .37 

TK12 I attempt to immediately work through our 
differences. 

.58 .06 .16 .37 

TK5 I attempt to deal with all of his/her and my 
concerns. 

.49 -.00 .05 .24 

TK37 In approaching negotiations, I try to be 
considerate of the other person’s wishes. 

.48 .40 -.00 .40 

TK7 I attempt to get all concerns and issues 
immediately out in the open. 

.47 -.25 .15 .31 

TK24 I try to get the other person to settle for a 
compromise. 

.44 .12 .37 .34 

TK20 I will let the other person have some of 
his/her points if he/she lets me have some 
of mine. 

.41 .21 .29 .30 

TK33 I try not to hurt the other’s feelings. -.03 .73 .17 .56 

TK35 If it makes other people happy, I might let 
them maintain their views. 

-.08 .69 .21 .52 

TK28 I try to avoid creating unpleasantness for 
myself. 

-.12 .59 .30 .45 

TK27 If the other’s position seems very 
important to him/her, I would try to meet 
his/her wishes. 

.31 .56 .28 .49 

TK31 I sometimes avoid taking positions which 
would create controversy. 

.07 .56 .23 .37 
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Table 3.3 (cont.). 
   

 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 h2 

TK11 I might try to soothe other’s feelings and 
preserve our relationship. 

.00 .56 .13 .33 

TK32 Rather than negotiate the things on which 
we disagree, I try to stress those things 
upon which we both agree. 

.15 .53 .19 .34 

TK4 I try to do what is necessary to avoid 
tensions. 

.13 .50 -.07 .27 

TK1 I sometimes sacrifice my own wishes for 
the wishes of the other person. 

.03 .48 -.05 .23 

TK36 I am very often concerned with satisfying 
all our wishes. 

.32 .43 -.03 .29 

TK3 I try to do what is necessary to avoid 
useless tensions. 

.35 .42 -.06 .30 

TK34 I try to postpone the issue until I have had 
some time to think it over. 

.06 .40 .07 .17 

TK26 There are times when I let others take 
responsibility for solving the problem. 

.02 .36 .27 .20 

TK9 I feel that differences are not always worth 
worrying about. 

.04 .34 -.05 .12 

TK29 I press to get my points made. -.04 .15 .69 .50 

TK21 I make some effort to get my way. -.01 .03 .67 .44 

TK15 I try to convince the other person of the 
merits of my position. 

.27 -.02 .63 .47 

TK2 I try to win my position. -.27 .12 .56 .40 

TK10 I assert my wishes. .07 .23 .53 .34 

TK19 I try to show the other person the logic and 
benefits of my position. 

.37 .09 .52 .42 

TK6 I am usually firm in pursuing my goals. .08 .06 .50 .26 

 Eigenvalue 6.4 4.4 3.2  

 % variance 17.3 12.1 8.7  
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Table 3.4 
 
Item Loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues and Percentages of Variance for 
Principal Components Analysis with Varimax Rotation on Dialectic Response 
Strategies – Resolving Situation 
 

   

 Component Labels and Items 1 2 h2 

BX6 It is too hard to look after myself and the other person, 
so, depending on the nature of the discussion we’re 
having, I decide either to put forward my point of view 
or listen to what the other person has to say. 

.74 .21 .59 

BX12 I can’t look after myself and the other person ,so, 
depending on how the other person behaves, I decide 
either to listen to what the other person has to say or to 
put forward my own point of view. 

.73 .14 .55 

BX2 I can’t pay attention to my own and the other person’s 
needs at the same time, so, depending on the particular 
situation I decide either to listen to what the other person 
has to say or put forward my point of view. 

.70 .11 .50 

BX4 Depending on how I feel, at times it is important that I 
decide either to put forward my point of view, and at 
other times I listen to what the other person has to say. 

.65 -.20 .47 

BX13 In situations like this, I find it is important to take 
account of the other person’s needs rather than my own. .50 .27 .33 

BX5 I try to resolve the issue myself indirectly, without 
further discussion with the other person. .43 .26 .26 

BX10 In situations like this, I find it is important to listen to 
what the other person has to say rather than state my 
views. 

.41 .06 .17 

BX9 I keep talking to the other person, but about unrelated 
issues in order to establish some common ground 
between us. 

.39 .12 .16 

BX3 I try to deal with the situation ‘off the record’. .37 .03 .13 
BX8 I place equal importance on expressing my point of view 

and listening to the other person so the best outcome for 
all can be achieved. 

.06 -.85 .72 

BX14 I am equally concerned with both mine and the other 
person’s points of view, in order to work towards a good 
outcome for both of us. 

.07 -.82 .67 

BX7 In situations like this, it is more important that I state my 
point of view, rather than listen to the other person. .38 .64 .55 

BX1 In situations like this, it is more important that I look 
after my own needs rather than take account of the other 
person’s needs. 

.38 .55 .45 

BX11 I decide to say nothing about the issue of concern. .48 .52 .50 

 Eigenvalue 3.4 2.6  

 % variance 24.45 18.92  
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Table 3.5 
 
Item Loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues and Percentages of Variance for 
Principal Components Analysis with Varimax Rotation on Social Rules Response 
Strategies – Resolving Situation 
 

   

 Component Labels and Items 1 2 h2 

WG8 I remain calm with the other person. .81 .05 .66 

WG6 I do not verbally attack the other person. .81 .06 .66 

WG13 I do not become angry or rude when frustrated 
with the other person. .77 .03 .59 

WG14 I listen carefully to the other person’s view. .75 .11 .58 

WG5 I am polite and tactful with the other person. .69 .11 .49 

WG12 I show a willingness to accept equal 
responsibility for the situation. .68 .23 .51 

WG7 I state directly my concerns to the person 
involved. .63 .33 .50 

WG15 I ask for more information before I respond to 
ensure that I understand. .61 .22 .42 

WG4 I suggest a compromise. .54 .34 .41 

WG2 I give an explanation for my point of view. .37 .74 .69 

WG3 I give reasons or explain my point of view to the 
other person. .34 .74 .67 

WG1 I defend myself or my point of view. -.15 .68 .48 

WG10 I readily express my point of view to the person 
who is causing me a problem. .14 .60 .38 

WG11 I put forward my explanation of the situation 
causing the problem. .37 .57 .46 

WG9 I hint at or raise my concerns indirectly with the 
other person. .00 .13 .02 

 Eigenvalue 4.9 2.6  

 % variance 32.8 17.5  
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Table 3.6 

Mean Ratings for Components for Effectiveness in Resolving the Situation, 

Maintaining the Relationship, and Managing the Emotion 

   
Effectiveness Measure 

 
  
Component  
 

Resolving the 
Situation 

Maintaining the 
Relationship 

Managing the 
Emotion 

Thomas-Kilmann F1 Collaborate/Compromise 5.35 
(.80)a 

5.32 
(.78) 

5.16 
(.78) 

Thomas-Kilmann F2 Accommodate/Avoid 4.50 
(.84) 

4.81 
(.83) 

4.67 
(.90) 

Thomas-Kilmann F3 Compete 4.11 
(.80) 

3.70 
(.82) 

3.57 
(.91) 

Social Rules F1 Avoid Conflict & Prevent 
Withdrawal 

5.76 
(.82) 

5.87 
(.84) 

5.72 
(.98) 

Social Rules F2 Self-expression/Defence 4.93 
(.82) 

4.02 
(.87) 

4.27 
(1.13) 

Dialectic F1 Choose self/other 3.19 
(.94) 

3.54 
(.99) 

3.56 
(.86) 

Dialectic F2 Self-expression (Mutual 
Concern)  

5.41 
(.89) 

5.54b 

(.90) 
4.22 b 

(.71) 
WOCQ F1 Avoidance 2.37 

(.91) 
2.54 
(.91) --- 

WOCQ F2 Accept /Positive Reappraisal 4.03 
(.99) --- --- 

WOCQ F3 Proactive Strategies 5.05 
(.76) --- --- 

WOCQ Positive Strategies --- 4.60 
(.72) 

4.84 
(.74) 

WOCQ Accept  & Minimise 
Consequences --- 4.37 

(1.15) --- 

WOCQ Passive/Negative Strategies --- --- 2.67 
(.83) 

WOCQ Acceptance/Resignation --- --- 3.43 
(1.25) 

a   Standard deviations appear in brackets. 
b  The Mutual Concern component was found as the second component for the ‘maintaining the 
relationship’ and ‘managing the emotion’ effectiveness measures. 
 

 

 



 

 

139

Results of Principal Components Analyses for Response Strategies:  Effectiveness 

in Resolving the Situation   

For the WOCQ item set, three components were found, accounting for 

38.5% of the variance. Items that loaded on the first component, labeled 

Avoidance, were passive methods of responding that involved ignoring or 

avoiding the situation (e.g., I wish that the situation will go away or somehow 

be over with; I try to forget the whole thing).  The second component,  

Acceptance and Positive Reappraisal, denoted an indirect resolution of the  

situation that does not involve interacting with the other person, and focusing on  

positive outcomes for the individual (e.g., I change or grow as a person in a 

good way, I rediscover what is important in life).  The third component, labeled 

Proactive Strategies, represented specific, planned and active strategies for 

responding (e.g., I talk to someone to find out more about the situation, I come 

up with a couple of different solutions to the problem). 

Analysis of the Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode items revealed three 

components, accounting for 38.1% of the variance.  The most appropriate labels 

to apply were those used in the original instrument, as the components directly 

related to either one, or a combination of two, of the dimensions in Thomas and 

Kilmann’s (1974) model.  The three components were therefore labeled 

Compromise/Collaborate, Accommodate/Avoid, and Compete.   Items that 

loaded on the first component described collaborative and cooperative responses 

where there is concern for a mutually satisfactory resolution, and that may 

involve compromise from each party (e.g., I try to find a compromise solution, I  
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tell the person my ideas and ask for his/hers).  The second component contained 

items that related to both accommodating the other person without concern for 

one’s own needs, and avoiding conflict or controversy (e.g.,  I might try to 

 soothe the other’s feelings and preserve our relationship; I try not to hurt the 

other’s feelings).  Items that loaded on the third component related to  

competitive strategies aimed at asserting one’s own position at the expense of the  

other person (e.g., I try to win my position, I press to get my points made). 

Analysis of the social rules items yielded two components accounting for 

50.3% of the variance.  The first component was labeled Prevent Conflict and 

Withdrawal, and the second, Self-expression and Defence.  The first component 

represented items related to listening to the other person calmly and responding 

in ways that are likely to avoid conflict and prevent the other person from 

disengaging from the encounter  (e.g., I remain calm with the other person, I do 

not verbally attack the other person).  The second component contained items 

related to explaining oneself or defending one’s position (e.g., I give reasons or 

explain my point of view to the other person, I defend myself or my point of 

view).   

Analysis of the dialectic response items resulted in a two-component 

solution, accounting for 43.4% of the variance.  The components were labeled 

Choosing Self or Other and Concern for Self.  Items that loaded on the first 

component were those that represented a choice between a concern for self-

expression or a concern for listening to the other person’s views depending on  

the situation (e.g., I can’t pay attention to my own and the other person’s needs  
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at the same time, so depending on the particular situation I decide to either listen 

to what the other person has to say or put forward my point of view; I can’t look 

after myself and the other person, so depending on how the other person 

behaves, I decide either to listen to what the other person has to say or to put 

forward my own point of view).  The second component contained items related 

to a concern for self-expression at the expense of listening to the other person’s 

views (e.g., In situations like this, it is more important that I state my point of 

view, rather than listen to the other person; In situations like this, it is more 

important that I look after my own needs rather than take account of the other 

person’s needs). 

Results of Principal Components Analyses for Response Strategies:   

Effectiveness in Maintaining the Relationship, and Managing the Emotion 

The results of the analyses in relation to effectiveness in resolving the 

situation were replicated with respect to the Thomas-Kilmann conflict items and 

the social rules items when principal components analyses were performed on 

each of the other dependent variables, effectiveness in maintaining the 

relationship and effectiveness in managing the emotion.  However, slightly 

different components emerged with reference to the dialectic response strategy 

items and the WOCQ items when the data assessing these effectiveness measures 

were analysed.  The dialectic response strategy items consistently yielded the 

Choose Self or Other as the first component across all three effectiveness 

measures. However, the second component was identified as either Self-

Expression (in effectiveness in resolving the situation) or identified as a Mutual  
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Concern component for effectiveness in maintaining the relationship, and 

managing the emotion. 

With reference to analysis of WOCQ items for effectiveness in 

maintaining the relationship, three components were identified as Avoidance, 

Positive Strategies, and Accept and Minimise Consequences.  The first 

component was consistent with that found in the previous analysis.  The second 

component was a combination of positive reappraisal and proactive strategies, 

which comprised the second and third components of the previous analysis.  The 

items typically represented strategies that can be described as positive, proactive, 

and showing a readiness to improve the situation (e.g., I just concentrate on  

what I have to do next – the next step; I ask a relative or friend I respect for 

advice; I know what has to be done, so I double my efforts to make things 

work).  The third component, labeled Accept and Minimise Consequences, 

comprised items that represented passive or inactive strategies for responding to 

the situation, and minimising the impact on the other person and oneself (e.g.,  I 

apologise or do something to make up; I try to keep my feelings from interfering 

with other things too much; I realise that I brought the problem on myself).  

The analysis of effectiveness in managing the emotion also yielded three 

components for the WOCQ.  These were labeled Positive Strategies, 

Passive/Negative Strategies, and Acceptance.   The first component was very 

similar to the previously described Positive Strategies (Component 2 for 

effectiveness in maintaining the relationship).  By contrast, items that loaded on 

the Passive/Negative Strategies component were inactive ways of approaching  
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the problem, or involved avoiding the situation, or were negative or 

dysfunctional strategies (e.g., I refuse to believe it has happened;  I sleep more 

than usual; I take it out on other people; I express anger to the person who 

caused the problem).  The third component was labeled Acceptance as it 

comprised items that involved either ignoring the current circumstances or 

accepting and resigning oneself to the situation  (e.g., I go on as if nothing has 

happened; I go along with fate, sometimes I just have bad luck; I try to forget 

the whole thing).  

Development of Response Strategies Measure 

The results of the first analysis (effectiveness in resolving the situation) 

yielded more distinct components than the results for either of the other two 

effectiveness measures.  For this reason, the components from this first analysis 

were used to identify items for inclusion in the response strategies instrument.   

As a primary goal of this study was to identify similarities and differences 

between response strategies across the four data sources sampled, the data were 

further analysed to examine redundancy across components, and the 

distinctiveness of components.  Taking the 10 components extracted (three 

components each for the WOCQ and Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode items, and  

two components each for the social rules and dialectic response strategies) the 

aim was to reduce the data to a smaller number of ‘key’ components, with 

selected items from each to comprise a response strategies instrument for use in 

the final study (Study 5). 
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Distinguishing between components.  The first step in the process of data 

reduction was to determine if each of the components was distinct from each 

other, or whether there was conceptual redundancy across two or more 

components. Establishing statistically significant differences between the means 

of the 10 components would indicate that these components are rated differently 

in terms of effectiveness, and was considered a useful starting point. A scale 

comprising salient items from each component was developed and the mean for 

each scale was calculated. Thus, each scale’s mean was calculated based on the 

ratings of effectiveness of strategies, and therefore represented the average 

effectiveness rating for the scale. The selected items were those that loaded onto 

the component with a minimum loading of .42.  This was considered a 

meaningful item loading in the context of the present study (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2001).  Cross-loading items were not included in the scales unless each 

item loading met the first criterion (a loading of .42), and there was a difference 

of .2 or greater between the loading on the primary component and any other 

component.  Where this occurred, the item was retained and included in the  

scale of the primary component. Means and standard deviations for the 

components are presented in Table 3.6.     

A one-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted using the 

MANOVA program in SPSS v10.0.5, with ten levels of the independent variable 

representing the ten components previously identified. The aim of this step in the 

process of data reduction was to identify whether there were significant 

differences in the means of the components.  No significant differences may  
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suggest conceptual redundancy.   Results for this analysis showed a significant 

effect for component (F=174.33, df=9, 252, p<.001).  

Post hoc analyses using Tukey’s HSD comparisons on the data for 

effectiveness in resolving the situation revealed significant differences between 

most components. The results of post-hoc comparisons are presented in Table  

3.7. The figures in bold font represent non-significant differences in the means  

of the components.  Inspection indicates that, in terms of effectiveness in 

resolving the situation, participants perceived the strategies associated with each 

component to be distinct.  There were only three paired comparisons that yielded 

non-significant results.  These were between:  (a) the Thomas-Kilmann 

Compromise/Collaborate and the Self-expression dialectic component;  (b) the 

Thomas-Kilmann Compete component and the WOCQ Acceptance and Positive 

Reappraisal components; and (c) the Self-expression and Defence social rules 

component and WOCQ Proactive Strategies.  

The significant differences found between the means of almost all 

components suggested that in terms of effectiveness, people rate each of these 

approaches to resolving the situation differently. However, examination of the 

content revealed conceptual similarity between several components. The  

dialectic component of Choose Self or Other was excluded from further analyses 

as it yielded below average effectiveness ratings, and was not as conceptually 

distinct as the Thomas-Kilmann Compete, and Collaborate/Compromise 

components.  Similarly, the other dialectic component of Self-expression was not  

included in the final instrument, as the items that distinguished this component as  
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Table 3.7 

Results of Tukey’s HSD Comparisons of Mean Ratings for Effectiveness in 

Resolving the Situation 

Component 
 

Mean and 
SD 

TK1  TK2  TK3  SR1  SR2  D1  D2  FL1  FL2  FL3  

Thomas-Kilmann  
Collaborate/ Compromise 

5.35 
(.80) 

-     

Thomas-Kilmann 
Accommodate/Avoid 

4.51 
(.84) 

*0.85 -    

Thomas-Kilmann 
 Compete 

4.12 
(.80) 

*1.25 *0.40 -    

Social Rules  
Avoid Conflict/Prevent 
Withdrawal 

5.76 
(.82) 

*-0.40 *-1.25 *-1.65 -    

Social Rules 
 Self-expression/ Defence 

4.94 
(.82) 

*0.42 *-0.43 *-0.83 *0.82 -    

Dialectic  
Choose Self OR Other 

3.19 
(.94) 

*2.17 *1.32 *0.92 *2.57 *1.75 -    

Dialectic 
Self-expression 

5.41 
(.89) 

-0.06 a *-0.91 *-1.31 *0.34 *-0.48 *-2.23 -   

WOCQ  
Avoidance 

2.37 
(.91) 

*2.99 *2.14 *1.74 *3.39 *2.57 *0.82 *3.05 -  

WOCQ  
Accept/Positive Reappraisal 

4.03 
(.99) 

*1.32 *0.48 0.07 a *1.72 *0.90 *-0.84 *1.38 *-1.67 -  

WOCQ  
Proactive Strategies 

5.04 
(.77) 

*0.31 *-0.54 *-0.94 *0.71  -0.11 a *-1.86 *0.37 *-2.68 *-1.02 - 

a non-significant (p>.05) 
*  p<.05 
 
 

one describing self-expression were represented by the Thomas-Kilmann 

Compete component, and the social rules Self-expression component. The 

similarity in ratings with the Thomas-Kilmann Compromise/Collaborate 

component (as found in the post-hoc analyses) was most likely derived from two 

further items with large negative item loadings that represented a concern for 

self and other (i.e., not self-expression).  Interpretation of this component was 

therefore ambiguous as the items did not relate well to the overall construct of 

self-expression. Although the WOCQ Avoidance component yielded below  
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average effectiveness ratings, it was retained as it was conceptually distinct from 

any other component.  Therefore, eight of the ten components were retained.  

Five items for each component were selected to comprise a response strategies 

instrument.  The criteria for the selected items were that each had a large item 

loading on the primary component, that it did not cross-load on any other 

component, and that it was conceptually consistent with the component it 

represented. 

Verifying the structure of the response strategies instrument.  A final 

principal components analysis of the 40 items (five items from each of eight 

components) was conducted using varimax rotation. Eight components resulted 

from the analysis, accounting for 56.7% of the variance.  The chi-square value 

for Bartlett’s test of sphericity was 3578.47 (df = 780) and was significant 

(p<.001).  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .80.   

The internal reliability of each of the components was good, with Cronbach 

alpha values ranging from .67 to .86. Item loadings, communalities,  

eigenvalues, percentages of variance and internal reliability estimates are 

provided in Table 3.8.  An inspection of Table 3.8 indicates that items loaded on  

the eight components as expected, with little evidence of cross-loading. 

Discussion 

The aim of this study was to identify a range of strategies that can be 

used in response to difficult communication encounters at work. The study drew 

on response strategies previously identified in the stress and cognitive appraisal 

literature (WOCQ), conflict management (Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode 
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Table 3.8 
 
Item Loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues, Cronbach’s Alphas, and Percentages of Variance for Principal Components 

Analysis with Varimax Rotation on Response Strategies - Final 

   Component  

 Component Labels and Items  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  

 Avoid Conflict and Prevent Withdrawal           

WG8 I remain calm with the other person.  .81 -.16 .12 .11 -.01 .09 -.01 .04 .73 

WG6 I do not verbally attack the other person.  .79 -.03 .16 -.02 .04 .09 -.08 .18 .71 

WG5 I am polite and tactful with the other person.  .73 -.03 .08 .09 .12 .17 -.06 .02 .59 

WG13 I do not become angry or rude when frustrated with 
the other person. 

 .68 -.29 .17 .08 .08 .10 -.03 .14 .64 

WG14 I listen carefully to the other person.  .60 -.28 .30 .10 .05 .17 .06 .09 .59 

 Avoidance           

FL42 I avoid being with people in general.  -.06 .73 -.25 .18 -.01 .01 .11 -.15 .67 

FL33 I keep others from knowing how bad things are.  -.05 .72 -.03 .21 -.03 -.14 .13 -.12 .61 

FL8 I go on as if nothing has happened.  -.18 .69 -.09 -.03 .10 .03 .06 .12 .54 

FL12 I try to forget the whole thing.  -.15 .64 -.13 .11 .22 .11 -.03 .02 .53 

FL29 I wish that the situation will go away or somehow be 
over with. 

 -.20 .62 -.07 .16 .24 .06 .05 -.12 .54 
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Table 3.8 (cont.) 
   Component  

 Component Labels and Items  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  

 Compromise and Collaborate           

TK22 I try to find a position that is intermediate between 
his/hers and mine. 

 .10 -.04 .80 .10 .07 .09 .02 .06 .68 

TK18 I try to find a fair combination of gains and losses for 
both of us. 

 .12 -.13 .77 .04 .09 .14 -.05 .13 .67 

TK30 I try to find a compromise solution.  .23 -.19 .70 .11 .13 .14 .02 -.01 .64 

TK25 I consistently seek the other’s help in working out a 
solution. 

 .15 -.11 .60 .11 .01 .02 -.03 .09 .42 

TK8 I tell the person my ideas and ask for his/hers.  .23 -.37 .42 .18 -.14 .17 -.01 .19 .49 

 Acceptance and Positive Reappraisal           

FL39 I rediscover what is important in life.  .03 .23 .00 .69 .06 .15 -.01 -.00 .57 

FL25 I apologise or do something to make up.  .08 .13 .11 .65 .23 -.18 .06 .20 .59 

FL50 I change something about myself.  -.04 .15 .11 .63 .11 .06 .10 .09 .48 

FL24 I am inspired to do something creative.  .09 .02 .03 .62 .07 -.04 .14 .01 .42 

FL41 I change or grow as a person in a good way.  .22 -.06 .22 .62 -.01 .22 -.05 .06 .54 
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Table 3.8 (cont.) 
   Component  

 Component Labels and Items  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  

 Avoid and Accommodate           

TK35 If it makes other people happy, I might let them 
maintain their views. 

 .02 .17 .05 .08 .74 .04 .16 -.08 .63 

TK33 I try not to hurt the other’s feelings.  .17 .17 .05 .11 .72 -.02 .15 -.00 .61 

TK11 I might try to soothe the other’s feelings and preserve 
our relationship. 

 .02 -.02 .01 .28 .64 .07 .08 -.12 .52 

TK31 I sometimes avoid taking positions that would create 
controversy. 

 .01 .30 .25 -.09 .60 -.06 .23 .07 .58 

TK4 I try to do what is necessary to avoid tensions.  .07 -.06 -.03 .07 .51 .13 -.20 .43 .52 

 Self-expression and Defence           

WG3 I give reasons or explain my point of view to the 
other person. 

 .26 -.14 .06 .07 -.02 .81 .07 .09 .76 

WG2 I give an explanation for my point of view.  .27 -.13 .14 .05 -.02 .78 .11 .10 .74 

WG1 I defend myself or my point of view.  -.02 .15 -.06 .15 .03 .54 .45 -.12 .56 

WG10 I readily express my point of view to the person who 
is causing me a problem. 

 -.01 .21 .20 -.00 .07 .51 .11 .17 .39 

WG11 I put forward my explanation of the situation causing 
the problem. 

 .25 .04 .30 .00 .16 .49 .13 .10 .45 
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Table 3.8 (cont.) 
   Component  

 Component Labels and Items  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  

 Compete           

TK29 I press to get my points made.  -.12 .13 .10 .09 .06 .05 .73 .11 .61 

TK2 I try to win my position.  -.10 .12 -.20 -.04 .14 .08 .68 -.04 .56 

TK21 I make some effort to get my way.  -.03 .14 -.04 .17 -.03 .09 .64 .19 .50 

TK10 I assert my wishes.  .02 -.06 .06 .14 .31 .20 .51 -.01 .42 

TK15 I try to convince the other person of the merits of my 
position. 

 .05 -.10 .07 -.05 .11 .07 .49 .23 .34 

 Proactive Strategies           

FL15 I go over in my mind what I would say or do.  .13 -.14 -.09 .03 .11 .21 .13 .74 .67 

FL14 I try not to act too hastily or follow my first hunch.  .06 .14 .29 -.00 -.08 -.00 .20 .63 .56 

FL9 I draw on my past experiences; I have been in a 
similar situation before. 

 .22 -.04 .16 .17 -.11 -.01 .19 .59 .50 

FL17 I talk to someone to find out more about the 
situation. 

 .03 -.33 .21 .28 -.11 .23 .02 .49 .54 

FL2 I come up with a couple of different solutions to  the 
problem. 

 .33 -.25 .32 .25 -.08 .07 .12 .39 .52 

  Eigenvalue 3.4 3.4 3.2 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.5 2.3  

  % variance 8.6 8.4 7.9 6.7 6.5 6.4 6.3 5.9  

  Cronbach’s 
alpha 

.86 .79 .80 .73 .70 .73 .67 .73  
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Instrument) literature, and response strategies developed from social rules theory 

and dialectic theory.  Ratings of effectiveness in resolving the situation, 

maintaining the relationship with the other person, and managing the emotion, 

were used to identify the key ways that people respond to difficult or demanding 

communication situations. Eight distinct types of response strategy were found. 

These were:  Collaborate/Compromise, Accommodate/Avoid, Compete, Avoid 

Conflict and Prevent Withdrawal, Self-expression/Defence, Avoidance, 

Acceptance/Positive Reappraisal, and Proactive Strategies. These type of 

strategies were used to construct a response strategies instrument used in a 

subsequent study (Study 5). 

An important finding of this study is that strategies consistent with social 

rules for avoiding conflict and preventing withdrawal were perceived as the most 

effective strategies across all three measures of effectiveness.  Similarly, 

collaborative and compromise strategies, and responses that are specific and 

proactive, were also considered effective across all three measures.  All of these 

types of strategies were rated as more effective at resolving the situation, 

maintaining the relationship, and managing the emotion than strategies that 

involved accepting or avoiding the situation, or competitive strategies. These 

results are consistent with previous research, in indicating that strategies which 

emphasise both self-expression and concern for the other person (Rakos, 1991; 

Wilson & Gallois, 1993) are considered more effective than strategies that focus 

on the interests of either party exclusively.  It is important to note that these 

findings emerged from previously developed scales or constructs (i.e., Conflict  
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Mode Instrument, WOCQ, social rules, dialectics) that were designed to measure 

different constructs. 

It is also important to consider that in this study, participants rated 

generally difficult situations, so the findings indicate that certain strategies are 

perceived to be generally more effective than others.  However, in some 

circumstances, accommodating, avoiding or competitive strategies may be 

adaptive to the situation.  For example, an appropriate response to a reprimand 

from a manager or supervisor may be to accommodate or avoid the other 

person’s point of view, rather than engaging in self-expression or competition. 

This supports the research findings with respect to assertive behaviour and social 

rules that effective communication behaviour is situation-specific (Wilson & 

Gallois, 1993).  That is, behavioural responses that a person applies effectively 

in one context, with a particular referent (e.g., a work colleague providing 

negative feedback), is not necessarily an effective behavioural response in a 

different context, with a different referent (e.g., a work superior providing 

negative feedback). 

 

General Discussion 

A review of the ways in which primary and secondary appraisal have 

been measured previously revealed considerable variation in the approaches 

adopted by various researchers, and inconsistency in the ways constructs were 

operationalised in terms of cognitive appraisal theory.  With reference to 

primary appraisal, Study 3 explored the issues ‘at stake’ with reference to eight  
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difficult communication situations.  The results indicated that, although there 

may be some core stakes (e.g., threats to self-esteem, threats to reputation or 

credibility), there is also significant variation in the types of stakes found and 

their relative salience in different types of difficult encounters.   This suggests 

that it may not be possible or fruitful to use a generic instrument for measuring 

primary appraisal, based on broad concepts of threat, challenge, and harm/loss.   

Indeed, to suggest that the stakes are the same in all stressful events 

seems contradictory to the theoretical argument that people’s appraisal of the 

stakes varies from situation to situation.  Further research into the various stakes 

that apply in different stressful situations is warranted, as is further explorations  

of the various stakes that apply in other difficult communication contexts.  A 

significant limitation of the current research was the focus on only eight types of 

difficult situation.  Further investigations using these and other types of situation 

would allow comparison of the issues important in these interpersonal 

encounters, as well as potentially identifying the core stakes. 

The review of the ways in which secondary appraisal has been measured 

previously also revealed several approaches that are theoretically inconsistent.  

For example, the Stress Appraisal Measure offered by Peacock and Wong 

(1990) has become popular, but the appraisal dimensions in this measure were 

predetermined before data collection and are not aligned with the original theory 

described by Folkman and Lazarus. The constructs Peacock and Wong (1990) 

used do not represent the capabilities or resources that people assess they have 

available to them for coping with the situation. As Monroe and Kelley (1995)  
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pointed out, clarification of some basic definitional and conceptual matters 

should assist in the development of better appraisal measures. 

The concepts of self-efficacy and control and their impact on 

interpersonal communication competence are well-documented in the 

communication literature (e.g., Spitzberg & Cupach, 1989), and so there is 

consistency in applying a model from the stress literature that incorporates these 

concepts. Measures of perceived control and self-efficacy that are most closely 

aligned to Folkman and Lazarus’ original conceptualisation of secondary 

appraisal were selected to measure this construct in Study 5.  

With reference to coping or response strategies, Study 4 identified and 

synthesised a broad range of strategies from the cognitive appraisal, conflict 

management, and communication literatures, and identified eight main types of 

response strategy. Coping strategies described in the Ways of Coping 

Questionnaire (Folkman & Lazarus, 1988b) were combined with strategies for 

handling conflict (Thomas & Kilmann, 1974), strategies developed from social 

rules for effective behaviour (Wilson & Gallois,1993), and responses developed 

from Baxter’s (1988, 1990) taxonomy of dialectics in relationships.  The 

inclusion of strategies from each of these areas meant that the domain of 

response strategies relevant to difficult interpersonal encounters at work contexts 

was sampled widely. The investigation of responses aligned with dialectical 

theory did not yield clear or distinct components, but this may be due to the way 

in which the dialectical dimensions were operationalised in the current research.  

Further investigation of the application of this theory to work relationships  
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would be worthwhile. The instrument was derived from ratings of effectiveness 

in generally difficult situations, and therefore provides a broad range of response 

strategies that are available to a person in dealing with these situations. These 

types of response strategy comprised a response strategies instrument that was 

employed in the final study.   

Cognitive appraisal theory posits that, in specific situations, people’s 

cognitive appraisal of what is at stake (primary appraisal), how much control 

they have in the situation, together with their expectations of executing the 

response successfully (secondary appraisal) may have an impact on the type of 

response strategy selected.  An investigation of response strategy choice and the 

influence of primary and secondary appraisal on this choice was the focus of 

(Study 5) and is reported in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4 

APPRAISAL, RESPONSE STRATEGIES, AND OUTCOME OF 

DIFFICULT SITUATIONS 

Overview 

There were three main aims of the current study.  The first was to 

investigate the influence of appraisal of difficult situations on choice of response 

strategy and, in particular, to determine if a relationship exists between appraisal 

and response strategy. The second aim was to determine the nature of the 

relationship between appraisal, response strategies, and outcome.  Of particular 

interest was whether appraisal adds to the prediction of outcome over and above 

the contribution of response strategies, and, additionally, whether response 

strategies can be considered a mediating variable in the relationship between 

appraisal and outcome.  The third aim was to investigate the combination of 

appraisal and response strategies that predict a positive outcome in each of four 

situations, and how this differs according to (a) the type of difficult situation and 

(b) the relationship to the other person in the situation. 

Two questions guided the current research program.  The first was, Can the 

theoretical model offered by Folkman and Lazarus be applied in the context  

of difficult communication? or, more simply, Is appraisal a useful construct for 

understanding difficult communication situations at work?  The second question 

underpinning this research was, What is the nature of the relationship between 

appraisal, response strategies, and the outcome of the situation?  That is, Does 

appraisal of the situation, or the response strategies selected to manage it, or  
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both, predict a satisfactory situational outcome, and if so, does appraisal or do 

response strategies mediate or moderate that relationship? To answer these  

questions it was necessary first to consider the findings of previous research that  

has investigated the relationship between these variables. It is important to note  

that appraisal, coping, and, to a greater extent, ‘outcome’ have been  

operationalised differently in the studies to date.  However, what is of interest in  

this research are the findings about the relationship between the variables.   

Although Folkman and Lazarus’ theoretical model has not been applied in the 

context of communication previously, it has been applied to a limited extent in 

relation to work settings.   

 

Appraisal, Coping and Outcome:  Findings of Previous Research 

The first study that investigated the relationship between appraisal,  

coping, and outcome of a stressful event was conducted by Folkman et al.  

(1986).  Using a sample of community-residing adults, they found eight types of 

coping (planful problem solving, confrontative coping, distancing, self- 

controlling, seeking social support, accepting responsibility, escape-avoidance,  

and positive reappraisal) and these formed the basis of the Ways of Coping 

Questionnaire (Folkman & Lazarus, 1988b). Their results revealed that  

variability in coping is, to some extent, a function of appraisals about what is at 

stake (primary appraisal) and what participants consider are options for coping 

(secondary appraisal).  For example, people used the coping strategies ‘planful 

problem-solving’ and ‘self-control’ when facing stressful events that threatened a  
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goal at work, whereas ‘social support’ and ‘escape-avoidance’ were used more 

often when the stressful event involved a threat to the participant’s physical 

health.  

With reference to secondary appraisal, participants used more problem-

focused coping (e.g., confrontative coping, accepting responsibility, planful 

problem-solving, and positive reappraisal) when faced with events they 

appraised as changeable, and more emotion-focused coping (e.g., distancing and 

escape-avoidance) when they felt they had minimal options for changing the 

outcome of the situation.  Significant findings were also described in relation to 

coping and the outcome of the encounter and appraisal and the outcome 

(Folkman et al., 1986).  Although these results demonstrated relationships 

between appraisal, coping, and outcome of the situation, and distinctive patterns 

according to types of appraisal and types of coping, the study did not allow 

causal inferences about the direction of the relationships.  

In a subsequent study, Folkman and Lazarus (1988a) investigated the 

extent to which coping mediated emotions during stressful events for two 

community-residing samples that differed in age.  Using hierarchical regression 

analyses, they examined the extent to which the eight forms of coping identified 

previously (Folkman et al., 1986) mediated each of four sets of emotions 

(worried/fearful, disgusted/angry, confident, and pleased/happy).  Younger 

participants retrospectively reported the emotions they experienced at the 

beginning, during, and at the conclusion of the stressful event, and older 

participants reported the emotions they felt when the encounter was at its most  
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stressful, and also at the conclusion.  The results revealed that coping was 

associated with changes in all four types of emotions.  For example, planful 

problem-solving was associated with more positive emotions, whereas 

confrontative coping and distancing were consistently related to worsened 

emotional states in both samples.  Positive reappraisal related to improved 

emotional states in the younger sample, but not the older sample, who associated 

positive reappraisal with an increase in distress (worry/fear).  The explanation 

suggested by Folkman and Lazarus (1988a) was that an initial reduction in 

distress, as observed in the younger group who reported stressful events in the 

previous week, cannot be sustained (the older group reported events in the 

previous month).   

Folkman and Lazarus (1988a) emphasised that, although it may appear 

that certain strategies (e.g., planful problem solving) are more adaptive than 

others (e.g., distancing), the adaptive value of the coping strategy depends on 

the context.  For example, it may be maladaptive to continue to use planful 

problem solving in response to an event that cannot be altered, or confrontative 

coping may be adaptive if it initiates action required from another person 

(Folkman & Lazarus, 1988a).  This finding highlights a key principle of the 

transactional theory, that is, ‘goodness of fit’. The goodness of fit hypothesis is 

that the effectiveness of a particular strategy depends on the match between the 

strategy and the situational context. 

Conway and Terry (1992) examined the goodness of fit between coping 

strategies and appraised controllability of the event in a sample of university 
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students and community residents. Consistent with the findings of Folkman et al. 

(1986) the appraised controllability of the event was predicted to be related to 

changes in coping.  For example, problem-focused coping was hypothesised to 

be adaptive in situations that are appraised as controllable, whereas emotion-

focused coping was considered to be maladaptive under these circumstances.  In 

stressful events that are appraised as uncontrollable, the reverse pattern was 

hypothesised.  Theoretically, in controllable situations, adaptation is facilitated 

by attempts to manage the situation (problem-focused strategies), whereas in 

uncontrollable events, adaptation is associated with strategies to manage one’s 

emotional reaction.  Conway and Terry’s (1992) results provided some support 

for the goodness of fit hypothesis.  High levels of problem focused coping were 

related to coping efficacy in controllable situations.  However, there was no 

support for the hypothesis that emotion-focused strategies are associated with 

coping efficacy in uncontrollable situations, or that problem-focused coping is 

not adaptive in uncontrollable circumstances.  Interestingly, the emotion-focused 

strategy, escapism, had a negative effect on coping efficacy, regardless of the 

appraised controllability of the event (Conway & Terry, 1992).    

Further support for the influence of appraised controllability on coping 

was found in a study of social support, controllability, and the coping process 

(Valentiner, Holahan, & Moos, 1994). These researchers used a prospective 

design to investigate moderation and mediation. In accord with Folkman and 

Lazarus’ model, Valentiner et al. (1994) considered that adaptive coping 

mediates the relationship between social and personal resources and  
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psychological outcomes.  In addition, they examined whether coping was 

moderated by appraisals of event controllability.  In a two-year study examining 

parental support in a sample of college students, they predicted that, with 

uncontrollable stressors, initial parental support would relate directly to changes 

in psychological adjustment, whereas with controllable stressors, parental 

support would relate to changes in adjustment indirectly through coping 

strategies.  The results of structural equation modelling supported these 

hypotheses.  When faced with a controllable stressor, parental support was 

significantly related to approach coping (positive reappraisal and problem 

solving), as distinct from avoidance coping (cognitive avoidance and emotional 

discharge).  Approach coping was also significantly related to changes in 

psychological adjustment.  A direct relationship between parental support and 

adjustment was not found in relation to controllable events.  By contrast, when 

faced with uncontrollable stressors, there was a direct relationship between 

parental support and adjustment.  However, parental support did not relate to 

approach coping. Overall, their findings indicate the dynamic nature of adaptive 

functioning, and that coping responses play a mediating role between personal 

resources and adaptive outcomes (Valentiner et al., 1994). 

Changes in coping strategies according to the type of problem and 

appraisal of it were also found in Schwartz and Stone’s (1993) investigation of 

coping with daily work problems.  In this study, married couples completed a 

questionnaire each day for 84 consecutive days.  Participants described the ‘most 

bothersome event or issue of the day’, rated the event on eight appraisal scales, 
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and then indicated which of eight coping strategies they used.  The main 

category of stressful events described by participants was coded into a general 

category of 'other personal problems’ and included major events such as 

automobile accidents and legal actions.  Interestingly, the second main type of 

stressful events reported was work-related problems, and was represented by 

two sub-categories of ‘heavy job pressure’ and ‘negative interactions and/or 

happenings with co-workers, employees and supervisees, and/or clients’.   

Negative interactions with others at work accounted for almost 75% of the work- 

related problems described.  Schwartz and Stone (1993) compared these two 

most frequently identified work problems (negative interactions with others and 

excessive work demands) and compared them to the two most frequently 

identified non-work problems (illnesses/injuries and marital problems), and 

examined differences in appraisal and coping among the four types of stressful 

problems. They found differences in how the problems were appraised.  In 

general, work problems were appraised as less severe than marital problems and 

illness.  Negative interactions were less chronic (as measured by length of 

problem, previous occurrence and anticipation) than the other three problem 

types, and excessive work demands and marital problems were perceived as 

most chronic.  Marital problems were, however, rated as least out of the 

participant’s control, and negative interactions at work and illnesses were rated 

as most out of their control.  This suggests that if work-related stressors are 

considered more controllable, problem-focused types of coping are likely to be 

more effective.   
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In Schwartz and Stone’s (1993) study, consistent with previous research, 

differences in coping were found among problem types.  Distraction was used 

much less for work problems relative to other problems, and there was a 

correspondingly high use of direct action at work versus other problems.  This 

supports the view that work elicits greater problem-focused coping (Folkman & 

Lazarus, 1980).  However, contrary to this finding, Schwartz and Stone (1993) 

also found that acceptance of the circumstances, as a form of coping, was used 

more often in the context of excessive job demands, relative to the other three 

problem types.  This finding suggests that participants considered excessive 

work demands as unavoidable. Schwartz and Stone concluded that coping is 

related to problem type, and although appraisals significantly affect coping, they 

do not play a major role in mediating the effect of problem type on coping.  

They also found that sex, age, income, and education affected the probability of 

engaging in several types of coping.  For example, women reported much 

greater use of distraction, social support, and relaxation than men in their study, 

and older subjects used distraction, direct action, and social support.  Schwartz 

and Stone suggested that there are non-specific person factors (not measured in 

their study) which may account for between 19% and 54% of the variance 

(depending on the problem type), and if taken into account these would enhance 

prediction of coping. Schwartz and Stone (1993) concluded that their findings 

provided ‘strong support’ for the transactional model of stress in work settings. 

Also applying the transactional model to work settings, Dewe and Ng 

(1999) conducted research to determine if the use of particular coping strategies 
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differs depending on the appraisal of a stressful event, in particular, primary 

appraisal of the event.  Work stressors were assessed by asking participants to 

provide written responses describing the most stressful event during the past 

month.  The responses were content analysed into four categories: interpersonal 

issues, task issues, workload issues, and personal issues. Appraisal was assessed 

with a 23-item measure of primary appraisal developed in a previous study 

(Dewe, 1993), and coping was measured on a 63-item checklist that assessed the 

extent to which participants used each coping strategy in the situation they had 

described. Using hierarchical regression, Dewe and Ng (1999) demonstrated that 

the coping reaction to some stressors may arise without appraisal (‘getting  

advice, information and support to deal with the problem’), or only in terms of 

appraisal of the stressor as important (e.g., ‘getting family support or 

involvement’ was triggered when the stressor was appraised as important).  In 

addition, certain individual appraisals were predictive of particular coping 

strategies. Further analysis of the relationships between stressors, appraisal, and 

coping using structural equation modelling revealed some support for a ‘sense of  

congruence’ between appraisal and coping, where, for example, threat appraisals 

(‘losing credibility’ and ‘feeling a sense of injustice’) predicted emotion-focused 

coping strategies such as ‘letting it go for a time’, ‘expressing your emotions, 

frustrations and distracting yourself’.  Similarly, when a work goal was at stake 

(‘feeling you may not achieve’), problem-focused coping was more likely to be 

initiated (‘getting advice, information and support to deal with the problem’). 

However, the findings also suggested that reactions to some stressors may occur  
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without appraisal, leading the authors to question the relationship between  

stressors and appraisal.  They suggested that coping activity may vary, not only  

in terms of the stressor or an appraisal of it, but as a function of the relationship 

between the two.  That is, if appraisal at least partially follows from the nature  

of the stressor, then it becomes important to explore whether this relationship is 

‘stressor or appraisal dominated’ (Dewe & Ng, 1999; Monroe & Kelley, 1995).   

It is important to note that a significant limitation of investigations of the 

relationship between appraisal and coping is that they depend on the schema for 

defining, classifying, and labeling appraisal and coping strategies.  As discussed  

in Chapter 3 of this thesis, there is considerable variation in the ways that  

primary and secondary appraisal and coping have been operationalised.  For  

example, Dewe and Ng’s (1999) discussion of the two confuses secondary 

appraisal, which is typically defined as an assessment of the coping options, with 

coping responses.  In the studies reviewed here, appraisal has been variously 

operationalised in terms of: threats to self-esteem, or to a loved one’s well- 

being, or your own well-being, not achieving an important work goal, strained 

financial resources, and losing respect (Folkman et al., 1986); appraised 

controllability (Conway & Terry, 1992); control, chronicity, 

undesirability/severity (Schwartz & Stone, 1993); or in relation to losing 

credibility, being seen as a difficult person, feeling you may not achieve, feeling 

responsible, a sense of injustice, and importance (Dewe & Ng, 1999).   

Similarly, coping has been described in terms of specific coping responses (e.g.,  

problem-solving, positive reappraisal), and also in terms of broader types of  
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coping (problem- or emotion-focused).  In those studies that have examined the 

‘outcome’ it has been operationalised in terms of ‘psychological adjustment’ 

(Valentiner et al., 1994), ‘coping efficacy’ (Conway & Terry, 1992), or  

‘satisfactory or unsatisfactory resolution of the encounter’ (Folkman et al.,  

1986). 

These methodological limitations notwithstanding, the previous research 

leads to two conclusions about the relationship between stressors, appraisal, 

coping, and outcomes.  First, the pattern of findings point to a relationship 

between the type of stressor and appraisal.  Previous research has emphasised  

the appraisal of the stressor rather than the stressor itself and further exploration  

of the situational context may reveal more about this relationship.  For example, 

under what circumstances are ‘negative interactions at work’ perceived as  

outside of the person’s control?  Second, there is a relationship between 

appraisal of the situation or event and the type of coping strategies deployed to 

respond to it.  In particular, appraised controllability has a significant influence 

on the type of coping used.  When applied to difficult communication situations 

at work, these findings give rise to the prediction that different types of difficult 

situation initiate different appraisals, and that these appraisals have an influence 

on choice of  response strategies.  

What is of further interest, however, is the nature of the relationship 

between appraisal, response strategies, and outcome.  Folkman et al. (1986, 

1988a) suggested that it is likely that bidirectional relationships exist among the 

variables so that, not only does appraisal influence coping, but coping may also  
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influence the person’s (re)appraisal of what is at stake and what the coping 

options are.  Although more recent research has sought to explore causality 

(e.g., Valentiner et al., 1994; Dewe & Ng, 1999), little research has sought to 

explore the issues of appraisal and coping as mediating and moderating 

variables.  This issue was therefore considered worthy of exploration in the 

current research. 

 

The Relationship Between Appraisal, Response Strategies, and  

Outcome of the Situation 

In Baron and Kenny’s (1986) often-cited description of moderation and 

mediation, the authors emphasised the distinction between these two processes.  

Moderating variables affect the direction and/or strength of the relationship 

between an independent or predictor variable and a dependent or criterion 

variable.  Moderators are independent variables that are considered causally 

equivalent to other independent variables under consideration, and it is desirable 

that the moderator is uncorrelated with both the predictor and the criterion.  A 

moderation hypothesis is supported if there is an interaction between the 

moderator variable and one or more independent variables.  A mediating  

variable, on the other hand, accounts for the relationship between the predictor 

and criterion.  That is, a variable is considered to be a mediator when variations  

in levels of the predictor account for variations in the presumed mediator, and 

variations in levels of this mediator also account for variations in levels of the 

criterion  (Baron & Kenny, 1986). A predictor is usually antecedent to the  
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mediating variable, and most importantly, a mediation hypothesis is supported 

when the relationship between the predictor and criterion is significantly reduced 

when the mediating variable is controlled (Baron & Kenny, 1986).  The  

strongest case for mediation occurs when a previously significant relationship 

between the predictor and criterion is reduced to zero in the presence of a single, 

dominant mediator. However, as Baron and Kenny (1986) pointed out, most 

psychological phenomena have multiple causes, and a more realistic expectation 

is a significant decrease in the relationship between the independent and 

dependent variables when the mediator is partialled from the relationship, rather 

than total elimination of the relationship. 

With this distinction in mind, it is more likely that the nature of the 

relationship between appraisal, response strategies, and outcome will be 

characterised by mediating processes, rather than moderation. From the 

theoretical perspective of Folkman and Lazarus (Lazarus et al., 1980), coping is 

considered to be a mediator between a stressful event and an emotional response. 

In addition, there is no evidence to suggest that appraisal and response strategies 

are uncorrelated, and cognitive appraisal theory is based on the premise that 

appraisal is an antecedent to the response (either coping or an emotional 

response). Although a moderation hypothesis cannot be ruled out entirely, for  

the purposes of the present study, the focus was on the process of mediation with 

reference to the appraisal, response strategies, and outcome variables in the 

context of the difficult communication situations under scrutiny.  
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Baron and Kenny (1986) proposed that mediation can be tested by 

estimating three regression equations, the first examining the independent 

variable and mediator, the second, examining the independent and dependent 

variables.  In the third equation, where the independent variable is entered first 

and the mediating variable second, the effect of the independent variable and the 

mediating variable on the dependent variable is observed.  The independent 

variable must affect the mediator in the first equation, and the dependent 

variable in the second equation.  In the third equation, the mediator must effect 

the dependent variable, and assuming these conditions are met, the effect of the 

independent variable on the dependent variable must be less in the third equation 

than in the second.  

Based on the appraisal model proposed by Folkman and Lazarus, an 

obvious path to examine is therefore whether response strategies mediate the 

relationship between appraisal and the outcome of the situation.  In this model, 

the relationship between appraisal and outcome (assuming that such a 

relationship exists) would be significantly reduced by adding response strategies 

into the equation.  However, this model only partially answers the central 

research question underpinning the present study, that is, can appraisal be 

considered a useful construct for understanding difficult communication 

situations at work?  Put another way, does appraisal influence the choice of 

response strategy, and does this have a subsequent impact on the outcome of the 

situation?  This would suggest that a combination of appraisal and response 

strategies is a better predictor of the outcome of the situation than either  
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appraisal or response strategies independently.  In the analysis reported in this 

chapter this question was addressed first, and then the mediation hypothesis was 

tested. 

Given that cognitive appraisal theory has not been applied to the domain 

of communication previously, it was important to establish first that appraisal 

does have an influence on the choice of response strategies and on the outcome 

of the situation.  Previous research in the communication literature has found 

that, in general terms, response strategy does have an impact on the outcome of 

the situation.  For example, in conflict situations, responses that include a 

concern for both self and other are more effective than responding with further 

aggression (Rakos, 1991; Wilson & Gallois, 1993).  What was also of interest in 

the present study, however, was whether appraisal has a greater influence on the 

outcome of the situation than response strategies.  An alternative model would 

suggest that appraisal mediates the relationship between response strategy and 

outcome, such that appraisal accounts for most of the variance in the relationship 

between response strategy and outcome.  This is possible given Folkman and  

Lazarus’ (Folkman et al., 1986; Folkman & Lazarus, 1988a) suggestion that the 

relationship between appraisal and coping (response strategies) is bidirectional. 

 

Variables in the Current Study 

Four difficult situations were selected for inclusion in the present study.  

These were ‘interacting with someone who is angry, aggressive or verbally 

abusive’, ‘telling your manager that you were dissatisfied with their behaviour,  
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or their treatment of you or a decision they had made’, ‘trying to resolve a 

conflict or misunderstanding with another person in an ongoing work 

relationship’, and ‘responding to unfair personal criticism or blame’.  These 

were selected from the list of 31 stressful communication situations previously 

identified in Study 1 (see Chapter 2).  Three criteria were used to select these 

four difficult situations.  First, the situations selected were to represent 

adequately the primary dimension of protection/approach (Dimension 1) found 

in the first study. Of the situations selected, two represented the ‘protection’ pole 

of Dimension 1, that involve protecting or defending oneself (responding to 

someone angry, aggressive or verbally abusive; and responding to unfair 

personal criticism), and two situations represented the ‘approach’ pole that 

involves engaging another person and expressing oneself (trying to resolve a 

conflict or misunderstanding with a colleague; and telling your manager you are 

unhappy with a decision they have made). 

Second, consideration was given to situations with high ratings on both 

difficulty and emotional arousal and at least moderate ratings on frequency, as 

found in the first study.  Third, situations were selected to allow representation 

of the various status categories of the other person (i.e. colleague, subordinate, 

and superior).   The situation ‘telling your manager you are dissatisfied with a 

decision’ specifically represents a difficult situation that a subordinate may face.  

This situation was selected because most employees (even supervisors and 

managers) are subordinate to someone in their workplace, and allows  
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comparison with the other three situations where there may be variation in the 

status of the communicators in the situation. 

Two measures of primary appraisal were used.  The first was the 12 

item-measure representing various issues at stake.  The development of this 

instrument was described in Chapter 3. The second primary appraisal measure 

selected was a measure of appraised stressfulness of the event.  This measure 

was developed by Terry (1991, 1994) and her colleagues (Conway & Terry, 

1992; Terry et al., 1995). The extent to which an event is considered stressful 

and poses a threat to one’s well-being is considered central to a person’s 

appraisal of an event, in Terry’s view.  Secondary appraisal refers to an 

assessment of options and coping resources available to the person faced with 

the stressful event.  It is an evaluation of control over an event, together with 

beliefs about whether behaviours to deal with a problem can be performed 

successfully (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).  In the current study, secondary 

appraisal was assessed with measures of self-efficacy and beliefs about 

situational control. Situational control beliefs refer to the extent to which people 

feel they can control or influence the outcome of a stressful situation.  Self-

efficacy refers to how effectively people feel they can deal with a stressful event.  

In the present study response strategies were assessed using the instrument 

developed in Study 4.  This measure uses original items from the Ways of 

Coping Questionnaire, and the Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument, and 

additional items from the social rules literature (Wilson & Gallois, 1993).  

Development of this measure was described in Chapter 3.   
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The dependent variable in the current study was the outcome of the 

situation. This was measured using five items assessing the extent to which 

‘the initial problem was resolved’, ‘how satisfied the participant felt with the 

outcome’, ‘how satisfied the other person was with the outcome’, the extent to 

which ‘their relationship with the other person was damaged/improved’, and 

‘satisfaction with the long-term consequences of the situation’. These items 

were developed to reflect an emphasis on task and relationship maintenance, 

two dimensions that have been found consistently in the communication and 

conflict management literature (Blake and Mouton, 1964; Wish et al., 1980).  

The remaining items were designed to assess satisfaction with the outcome 

(self and other).  These items also aimed to assess the outcome in terms of both 

immediate and long-term consequences.  

 

Summary and Rationale 

There were three main aims of the current study.  The first was to 

investigate the relationship between appraisal and response strategy.  The second 

aim was to investigate the nature of the relationship between appraisal, response 

strategy, and outcome.  The question asked was whether appraisal or response 

strategies, or a combination of these variables predict a positive outcome to 

difficult situations.  If appraisal were found to be a significant predictor of a 

positive outcome, either independently or together with response strategies, it 

would clearly be a useful construct for understanding difficult communication 

situations at work.  In addition, a particular focus was to test whether response  
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strategies are mediating variables in the relationship between appraisal and the 

outcome of the situation.  The third aim was to explore what types of appraisal 

and response strategies, separately and combined, predict a positive outcome in 

each of four situations, and whether the relationships differ according to (a) the 

type of difficult situation and (b) the relationship to the other person in the 

situation. 

 

The Influence of Appraisal on Response Strategies and Outcome of  

Difficult Situations:  Study 5 

Method 

Participants 

A total of 196 participants (52 male and 144 female) completed the 

questionnaire.  All participants were enrolled in an undergraduate psychology 

course at one of two Brisbane universities, and had at least 6 months full-time or 

part-time work experience. The participants ranged in age from 17 years to 58 

years (M=22.3; SD=7.41); the range for women was 17 to 58 years (M=22.5; 

SD=7.67) and for men the range was 17 to 49 years (M=21.9; SD=6.68).  

Participants had on average 2.2 years (SD=4.91) full-time and 3.0 years 

(SD=2.76) part-time previous work experience. Women had an average of 2.0 

years (SD=4.45) of full-time and 3.2 years (SD=3.03) of part-time work 

experience, whereas for men the averages were 2.7 years (SD=6.00) full-time and 

2.2 years (SD=1.58) part-time work experience.  Eighty-seven participants 

(44.4%) had some experience in a supervisory role.  Of those with supervisory 
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experience, 55 participants (63.2%) had more than 6 months supervisory 

experience. 

Stimulus Materials 

Stressful communication situations.  The four communication situations 

selected for inclusion in this study were ‘interacting with someone who is angry, 

aggressive or verbally abusive’, ‘telling your manager that you were dissatisfied 

with their behaviour, or their treatment of you or a decision they had made’, 

‘trying to resolve a conflict or misunderstanding with another person in an 

ongoing work relationship’, and ‘responding to unfair personal criticism or 

blame’. 

Primary appraisal.  Two measures of primary appraisal were used:  a 12-

item measure representing various ‘stakes’, and a 5-item scale assessing 

‘appraised stressfulness’. With reference to the first measure, participants rated 

how important each of the stakes were to them in the situation on a 5-point 

bipolar scale ranging from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (very important).  With 

reference to appraised stressfulness, participants rated the difficult 

communication situation they had described in relation to other stressful 

situations they had experienced, on a 5-point bipolar scale ranging from 1 (not 

severe at all) to 5 (most severe event you have faced). Terry (1994) reported 

good reliability (Cronbach alpha coefficient =.79) using 7-point scales.  In the 

present study, 5-point scales were used, to be consistent with the response 

format of other scales used in the current study. 
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Secondary appraisal.  Secondary appraisal was assessed in terms of 

situational control beliefs and self-efficacy.  Situational control beliefs were 

assessed with six items measuring to what extent participants felt they could 

control or influence the outcome of the situation  Participants provided ratings 

on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much).  Self-efficacy  

was measured with six items assessing how effectively participants felt they 

could deal with the event, measured on a 5-point scale from 1 (not at all well) to  

5 (extremely well).  Terry (1994) reported satisfactory levels of reliability for the 

situation control beliefs and self-efficacy scales (Cronbach alpha coefficients  

of .79 and .88, respectively).  

Response strategies.  Response strategies were assessed using the 

instrument developed in Study 4.  In the current study, the items were reworded 

using past tense, as participants were asked to describe a situation they had 

previously experienced.  In addition, based on feedback from two trial 

respondents, one original item from the Ways of Coping Questionnaire was 

reworded to eliminate ambiguity (‘I drew on my past experiences; I was in a 

similar situation before’ was changed to ‘I drew on my past experiences of 

similar situations’). 

Outcome.  The outcome of the encounter was measured using five items 

with 5-point bipolar scales, assessing the extent to which ‘the initial problem was 

resolved’, ‘how satisfied the participant felt with the outcome’, ‘how satisfied  

the other person was with the outcome’, the extent to which ‘their relationship 

with the other person was damaged/improved’, and ‘satisfaction with the long- 
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term consequences of the situation’.  As this measure was designed for the 

current research and has not been used previously, there was no factor structure 

or reliability data available prior to its use.   

 Procedure 

Participants were asked to consider an actual face-to-face event or 

situation that they had experienced at work which related to the type of situation 

provided.  For example, participants were asked to ‘take a few moments to think 

about an event or situation at work in which you had to interact with someone 

who was angry, aggressive, or verbally abusive’.  Participants were asked to 

consider the most recent instance that they could remember clearly, that 

involved face-to-face communication in an ongoing work relationship, and in 

which it was important to manage the emotion in the situation.  Participants then 

briefly described the encounter, including who the other person was (e.g., 

colleague, supervisor, manager, subordinate, customer), what the other person 

said and did, how the participant responded, and how the encounter made them 

feel.  This was to allow participants to recall the specific details of the encounter 

and focus on that particular situation.  In 78.5% of the situations described, 

participants indicated that the interactions had taken place within the past 12 

months.  A further 12.8% of situations had occurred between one and two years 

ago.  The remaining 8.7% of situations occurred more than 2 years ago.  

Following this brief description of the interaction, participants then rated 

the situation on each of the primary appraisal and secondary appraisal scales, the 

extent to which each response strategy described their actual response to the  
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situation, and the outcome of the situation. Items were presented randomly 

within each of the scales, however, the order of the scales was consistent in each 

version of the questionnaire (i.e., first primary appraisal, followed by secondary 

appraisal, response strategies, and outcome). Participants provided a full set of 

ratings for each situation, before progressing to rate the next situation. The order 

of presentation of the difficult situations in the questionnaire was 

counterbalanced in different versions of the questionnaire to reduce response 

bias.  A copy of Version 1 of the questionnaire is included in Appendix C. 

Results and Discussion 

Overview of Analyses 

There were three stages to analysis of the data.  The first stage was the 

development of internally consistent scales representing the appraisal variables, 

response strategy variables, and outcome variables to be used in subsequent 

analyses.  Separate principal components analyses were conducted using each 

set of items measuring primary appraisal, secondary appraisal, response strategy, 

and outcome of the situation.  The results for each principal components analysis 

and reliability data for each of the scales are reported first.   

The second stage of analysis was the exploration of relationships 

between the appraisal, response strategy, and outcome variables, using multiple 

regression analyses. First, the relationship between appraisal and response 

strategy was explored using multiple regression, and then sequential 

(hierarchical) regression was used to investigate the relationship between 

appraisal, response strategies, and outcome.  
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The third stage of data analysis was an investigation of the differences in 

perceptions of appraisal and response strategies that emerged according to the 

type of difficult situation and the status of the other person in the situation.  

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed on the data to 

explore differences in appraisal and choice of response strategy, based on the 

type of situation and the relationship to the other person in the interaction.   All 

data analyses were conducted using SPSS v10.0.5.  

 It is important to note that the data used in this analysis were self-report 

and this must be taken into consideration when interpreting the results.  For 

example, it is not possible to state with certainty that the response strategies 

reported by the participants were those actually employed by the participants  

in the situation, but rather what they chose to report in response to the stimulus 

questions used in this study.  In addition, the data rely on the participant’s 

recollection of the situation and capture their current perception of the situation 

as they reflect on it retrospectively.  Therefore, the interpretation and 

generalisability of the findings reported here are limited in this regard. 

Development of Scales 

The first stage of data analysis identified scales to be used in subsequent 

analysis of the data.  Although measures of primary appraisal and response 

strategies had already been developed in Studies 3 and 4, this step of the data 

analysis was a way of validating the suitability of these instruments for use in 

subsequent analyses.  Similarly, the measures of secondary appraisal had not 

been applied to the domain of difficult communication situations previously.  



181 

First, responses to each item were averaged across the four situations, 

and the mean scores for each item were used in the principal components 

analyses.  The mean for each item was used because it represented responses for 

the item across all four difficult situations, and was a single score that could be 

used in the principal components analysis.  In the subsequent regression 

analyses, the scales were applied using the actual data pertaining to each type of 

situation (rather than the averaged data across all four situations). 

Second, separate principal components analyses with varimax rotation 

were performed on the primary appraisal, secondary appraisal, and response 

strategies items.  The items developed by Terry (1991, 1994; i.e., appraised 

stressfulness, self-efficacy, and situational control beliefs) were analysed 

together to determine if these measures were orthogonal, or whether they were 

measuring a global appraisal construct.  In selecting the final solution for each 

analysis, consideration was given to the size of the eigenvalues for each 

component, inspection of the scree test, and conceptual clarity and consistency 

of the components (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Tabachnick and Fidell 

suggested assessing the factorability of the correlation matrix for further 

analysis, and recommended the use of Bartlett’s (1954) test of sphericity, 

particularly if there are fewer than five cases per variable.  This test was applied 

to each of the three analyses and chi-square values were 903.63, (df=66) for the 

Primary Appraisal items, 1633.41 (df=136) for Appraised Stressfulness and 

Secondary Appraisal items, and 5678.23 (df=780) for the Response Strategy 

items.  Each of these results was significant (p<.001), indicating acceptable  
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factorability of the correlation matrices.  In addition, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 

(Kaiser, 1970) coefficients of sampling adequacy for the analyses were .81, .89, 

and .86 respectively.  A principal components analysis of the Outcome items 

yielded a single factor (for Bartlett’s test, χ2 (10)= 396.85 (p<.001), Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin coefficient =.78). 

To select items for inclusion in the scales, a minimum loading of .45 was 

adopted as the first criterion.  As a guideline, Ford, MacCallum, and Tait (1986) 

referred to the commonly used rule that suggests that only variables with  

loadings greater than .40 should be considered.  By contrast Comrey and Lee’s 

(1992) more stringent specification was that loadings of .32 should be 

considered poor, .45 as fair, .55 as good, .63 as very good, and .71 as excellent.  

Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) suggested that the minimum criteria for selection 

are a matter of researcher preference, based on a theoretically meaningful 

solution.  A ‘cut-off’ of .45 was considered a meaningful item loading in the 

present study. Cross-loading items were not included in the scales, unless each 

item loading met the first criterion (a loading of .45), and there was a difference 

of .2 or greater between the loading on the primary component and any other 

component.  Where this occurred, the item was retained and included in the  

scale of the primary component. 

Primary appraisal.  For the primary appraisal items (refer to Table 4.1), 

two components were found, accounting for 52.9% of the variance.  Items that 

loaded on the first component, labeled Effective Responding,  related to 

resolving the situation in an effective way that allows the relationship with the  
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Table 4.1 

Item Loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues, Cronbach Alphas, and 
Percentages of Variance for Principal Components Analysis with Varimax 
Rotation of Primary Appraisal 
 
  Component  

 Component Labels and Items 1 2 h2 

     

 Factor 1 – Effective Responding  
(not making matters worse) 
 

   

PA7 Resolution of the situation – not making the 
situation worse. 

.85 .08 .73 

PA11 Responding effectively and appropriately to the 
situation. 

.75 .21 .61 

PA1 Maintaining your working relationship with the 
other person. 

.72 -.09 .53 

PA3 The other person’s emotional state – preventing 
their feelings from being hurt. 

.69 -.09 .49 

PA9 The work atmosphere or relations among other 
work colleagues. 

.64 .41 .58 

PA4 Losing control of your emotions. .58 .33 .44 

 Factor 2 – Protecting self and reputation    

PA12 Your pride or dignity. -.03 .85 .73 

PA6 Your self-confidence, self-esteem or how you 
perceive yourself. 

.17 .81 .69 

PA2 Your own emotional state – preventing your 
feelings from being hurt. 

.17 .64 .45 

PA5 a Your reputation of how you are perceived by 
others. 

.48 .59 .58 

PA8 Your job or career prospects. .38 .49 .39 

PA10 a Your physical safety. -.11 .37 .15 

 Eigenvalue 3.5 2.8  

 % variance 36.8 16.2  

 Cronbach alpha .82 .74  

 
a  Indicates that item was excluded from final scale and not included in reliability analyses. 
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other person to be maintained and does not make matters worse (e.g., 

‘Responding effectively and appropriately to the situation’; ‘Resolution of the 

situation – not making the situation worse’).  The second component, labeled 

Protecting Self, denoted a concern for preventing emotional hurt and protecting 

one’s self-esteem and reputation (e.g., ‘your self-confidence, self-esteem or how 

you perceive yourself’; ‘your own emotional state – preventing your feelings 

from being hurt’). 

Secondary appraisal.  For the appraised stressfulness and secondary 

appraisal items (refer to Table 4.2), three components were found accounting for 

60.4% of the variance.  The first component, labeled Appraised Stressfulness, 

contained all five items in Terry’s (1991, 1994) original scale and one item from 

the measure of self-efficacy (‘how difficult was it to deal with the situation’).  

The second and third components, Self-efficacy and Control, were consistent 

with those developed by Terry (1991, 1994). 

Response strategies.  Analysis of the response strategy items yielded four 

components, accounting for 56.2% of the variance.  Items that loaded on the  

first component, labeled Compete and Defend Self (see Table 4.3), were 

strategies that involve expressing or defending one’s point of view, without 

reference to the other person and influencing the other person to see things your 

way (e.g., ‘I try to win my position; I defend myself or my point of view’).  The 

second component, labeled Appease, comprised strategies that defuse an 

emotionally charged situation and avoid conflict (‘I do not verbally attack the 

other person’; ‘I might try to soothe the other’s feelings and preserve our  
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Table 4.2 

Item Loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues, Cronbach Alphas, and 
Percentages of Variance for Principal Components Analysis with Varimax 
Rotation of Secondary Appraisal 
 
  Component  
 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 h2 

      
STRESS4 Difficulty  (not difficult at all – extremely 

difficult) 
.83 -.17 -.04 .72 

STRESS1 Stressfulness (not very stressful – most 
stressful situation I have experienced) 

.82 -.12 .05 .69 

STRESS5 Severity (not severe at all – extremely 
severe) 

.82 -.07 -.13 .69 

STRESS2 Disruption (not disruptive at all – 
extremely disruptive) 

.81 -.04 -.13 .67 

STRESS3 Upset (not upsetting at all – extremely 
upsetting) 

.75 -.21 -.19 .65 

SEFF5 How difficult was it to deal with the 
situation. 

.59 -.29 -.09 .44 

CONT5 a Outcome of the situation would be 
influenced by factors external (e.g. chance) 
to yourself. 

.33 .19 -.29 .23 

SEFF4 How certain that you would deal 
effectively with the situation. 

-.10 .84 .20 .76 

SEFF1 Confident that you would be able to deal 
effectively with the situation. 

-.24 .83 .23 .80 

SEFF3 How effective your attempts were to deal 
with the situation. 

-.10 .81 .20 .72 

SEFF6 How capable to deal effectively with the 
situation. 

-.09 .80 .13 .67 

SEFF2 How well you dealt with the situation. -.24 .58 .02 .40 

CONT2 Situation was something you could change 
or do something about. 

-.00 .22 .73 .59 

CONT3 b Had to accept the situation as there was 
nothing you could do to change it. 

.35 -.06 -.70 .62 

CONT1 b Outcome of the situation was beyond your 
control. 

.46 -.15 -.66 .66 

CONT4 Could take steps to resolve the situation. .04 .30 .55 .40 

CONT6a Your abilities would influence the outcome 
of the situation. 

.07 .52 .54 .57 

 Eigenvalue 4.2 3.7 2.4  

 % variance 24.7 21.7 13.9  

 Cronbach alpha .89 .87 .71  

a  Indicates that item was excluded from final scale and not included in reliability analyses. 
b Indicates that item was reverse-scored. 
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Table 4.3 

Item Loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues, Cronbach Alphas, and 
Percentages of Variance for Principal Components Analysis with Varimax 
Rotation of Response Strategies 
 

  Component  
 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 4 h2 

  
Factor 1 – Compete and Defend Self 

     

WG10 I readily express my point of view to the 
person who is causing me a problem. 

.89 .08 .04 -.09 .81 

TK29 I press to get my points made. .89 -.05 .04 -.01 .79 

TK21 I make some effort to get my way. .87 -.05 .04 .05 .76 

WG1 I defend myself or my point of view. .87 .04 -.02 -.04 .76 

WG2 I give an explanation for my point of view. .86 .15 .04 -.07 .76 

TK10 I assert my wishes. .84 -.10 .16 .07 .75 

TK2 I try to win my position. .84 -.08 .11 .06 .73 

WG3 I give reasons or explain my point of view to 
the other person. 

.84 .20 .13 -.04 .76 

WG11 I put forward my explanation of the situation 
causing the problem. 

.82 .14 .03 -.10 .71 

TK15 I try to convince the other person of the merits 
of my position. 

.80 .00 .14 .04 .65 

TK8 a I tell the person my ideas and ask for his/hers. .47 .38 .45 -.21 .61 

  
Factor 2 – Appeasing 

     

WG5 I am polite and tactful with the other person. .05 .78 .05 .01 .61 

TK4 I try to do what is necessary to avoid tensions. -.01 .76 .00 .22 .62 

TK33 I try not to hurt the other’s feelings. .05 .75 .21 .12 .62 

WG14 I listen carefully to the other person. .15 .72 .05 -.08 .56 

WG13 I do not become angry or rude when frustrated 
with the other person. 

-.09 .71 -.13 .04 .53 

TK11 I might try to soothe the other’s feelings and 
preserve our relationship. 

.10 .68 .17 .17 .54 

WG6 I do not verbally attack the other person. .00 .64 -.13 .00 .43 

TK22 I try to find a position that is intermediate 
between his/hers and mine. 

.18 .62 .43 -.13 .62 

FL14 I try not to act too hastily or follow my first 
hunch. 

.17 .60 .05 .24 .45 
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Table 4.3 (cont.). 
  Component  

 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 4 h2 

TK30 I try to find a compromise solution. .24 .57 .37 -.19 .56 

TK18 I try to find a fair combination of gains and 
losses for both of us. 

.25 .57 .40 -.10 .56 

TK31 I sometimes avoid taking positions that would 
create controversy. 

-.25 .55 .14 .32 .49 

TK35 If it makes other people happy, I might let 
them maintain their views. 

-.33 .52 .19 .31 .52 

FL2 a I come up with a couple of different solutions 
to  the problem. 

.35 .44 .40 -.07 .49 

WG8 a I remain calm with the other person. -.09 .44 -.12 -.04 .23 

 Factor 3 – Positive Reappraisal      
FL24 I am inspired to do something creative. .05 -.05 .77 .06 .61 

FL39 I rediscover what is important in life. .00 -.08 .76 .19 .62 

FL50 I change something about myself. -.05 .00 .74 .29 .65 

FL41 I change or grow as a person in a good way. .12 -.01 .72 .17 .57 

TK25 I consistently seek the other’s help in working 
out a solution. 

.37 .41 .50 -.14 .58 

FL15 a I go over in my mind what I would say or do. .33 .34 .24 .21 .33 

FL17 a I talk to someone to find out more about the 
situation. 

.33 .23 .42 .05 .34 

FL9 a I draw on my past experiences; I have been in 
a similar situation before. 

.23 .17 .37 -.19 .26 

FL25 a I apologise or do something to make up. -.17 .23 .33 .23 .25 

 Factor 4 – Avoidance      
FL29 I wish that the situation will go away or 

somehow be over with. 
.01 .11 .05 .78 .63 

FL12 I try to forget the whole thing. -.08 .09 .06 .78 .63 

FL8 I go on as if nothing has happened. .04 .29 -.11 .58 .43 

FL42 I avoid being with people in general. -.02 -.16 .18 .53 .34 

FL33 I keep others from knowing how bad things 
are. 

.03 .08 .26 .51 .34 

 Eigenvalue 8.5 6.8 4.2 2.9  
 % variance 21.2 17.1 10.5 7.3  
 Cronbach alpha .96 .90 .81 .73  

a  Indicates that item was excluded from final scale and not included in reliability analyses. 
Note:  WG indicates an item was developed from Wilson and Gallois (1993); TK indicates an item 
from the Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument (1974); FL indicates an item derived from 
Folkman and Lazarus’ (1988b) WOCQ.  
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relationship’). The third component was labeled Positive Reappraisal, as it 

contained items related to accepting or reappraising the situation rather than 

actively changing it (e.g., ‘I rediscover what is important in life’; ‘I am inspired  

to do something creative’).   Items that loaded on the fourth component, labeled 

Avoidance, represented passive methods of responding that involved ignoring or 

avoiding the situation (e.g., ‘I wish that the situation will go away or somehow  

be over with’; ‘I try to forget the whole thing’).Although eight components were 

found previously (refer to Study 4), in the current study four components were 

found.  The eight components found previously were based on ratings of the 

effectiveness of response strategies in dealing with difficult situations generally, 

without specific reference to the type of situation or a specific encounter.  In the 

current study, the components were derived from ratings of the extent to which  

the response strategies were employed in dealing with specific difficult 

situations.   

When rating specific encounters, participants discerned differences 

between four types of response strategy, and certain categories that were 

perceived as distinct in the previous study were combined in the current study.  

For example, items loading previously on the components labeled ‘Self 

Expression and Defence’ (items from Wilson & Gallois, 1993) and ‘Compete’ 

(items from Thomas & Kilmann, 1974) were combined in the current study in a 

common component labeled ‘Compete and Defend Self’.  Similarly, items that 

previously loaded on the ‘Avoid Tension and Accommodate’ component (Thomas 

& Kilmann items) and ‘Avoid Conflict and Prevent Withdrawal’ component  
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(Wilson & Gallois items) loaded together to form a component labeled 

‘Appeasing’.  This is different from the ‘Avoidance’ component (items  

from Folkman & Lazarus, 1988b) that remained unchanged in both studies.   

This component contains items related to ignoring the situation and avoiding 

people in general.  The component labeled ‘Positive Reappraisal’ in the current  

study is composed of items that previously loaded primarily on the ‘Acceptance 

and Positive Reappraisal’ component (Folkman & Lazarus items) and 

‘Reflection’ component (Folkman & Lazarus items). 

Reliability analyses for each of these scales, using the data for each of the 

four types of difficult situation, yielded acceptable levels of reliability.  A 

coefficient alpha of .70 has been described as ‘large’ for exploratory research, 

indicating strong item homogeneity and adequate coverage of the sampling 

domain (Hinkin, Tracey, & Enz, 1997; Nunnally, 1978).  Most of the Cronbach 

alpha coefficients derived from reliability analyses in the current study were 

above .70, and these results are reported in Appendix F.  In this stage of the 

analyses, the principal components analyses were conducted to produce reliable 

scales that could be used in further analyses.  The next stage of the analysis was  

to investigate the relationship between appraisal and response strategies. 

Outcome of the situation.  As this measure was designed for the current 

research, there was no factor structure or reliability data available prior to its  

use.  The reliability for each type of situation was calculated using Cronbach 

alpha.  The alpha coefficients were .78, .74, .81 and.81 respectively for the four 

types of situation (a) responding to someone angry, aggressive or verbally  
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abusive; (b) responding to unfair criticism; (c) trying to resolve a 

misunderstanding; (d) telling your manager you are dissatisfied.  The mean 

rating, standard deviation and intercorrelations with other scales is provided in 

Appendix G.   

Appraisal, Response Strategies, and Outcome 

The relationships between appraisal, response strategies, and outcome 

were investigated in three ways.  First, the relationship between appraisal and 

response strategies was explored using multiple regression.  This analysis sought 

to establish that a relationship exists between appraisal and response strategies; 

that is, that primary and secondary appraisal significantly predict the use of 

response strategies.  Second, the respective influence of appraisal and response 

strategies on the outcome of the situation was tested using hierarchical 

regression. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), sequential (hierarchical) 

regression is employed when the researcher determines that certain variables 

should be given higher priority of entry or greater theoretical importance than 

others.  Alternatively, when less important variables are entered first, the major 

set is evaluated for what it adds to the prediction over and above the lesser set.  

The relationship between the use of certain response strategies and a positive 

outcome has been well-established in the communication literature.   From a 

theoretical perspective, the present study sought to determine if appraisal could 

predict a positive outcome in difficult situations, beyond prediction provided by 

the use of certain response strategies.  In other words, does appraisal add 

anything to understanding of the established relationship between response  
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strategies and outcome?  In this analysis, response strategies were entered at 

the first step in the regression equation, and appraisal was entered at the second 

step, predicting outcome as the dependent variable.  This regression model is 

depicted in Figure 4.1. 

Although this is a theoretically important research question, in a practical 

sense, response strategies do not occur prior to appraisal. Rather, appraisal of  

the situation triggers certain responses (or coping behaviours), and these in turn 

influence the outcome of the situation.  In addition, what previous research 

indicates is that appraisal is mediated by coping, or in the present study, 

response strategies.  Therefore, in a second approach to analysing the data, 

appraisal was entered at step 1 and response strategies entered at step 2 to test 

whether response strategies mediated the relationship between appraisal and 

outcome.  A mediation hypothesis would be supported if the relationship 

between appraisal and outcome of the situation is significantly diminished by 

adding response strategies into the equation (Baron & Kenny, 1986).  This 

mediation model is depicted in Figure 4.2. 

Relationships between appraisal and response strategies.  The aim of this 

stage of the analysis was to establish that a relationship existed between appraisal 

and response strategies, and to investigate the nature of the relationship.   

Multiple regression was used to determine if appraisal of the situation predicted  

the use of particular response strategies.  It was hypothesised that both primary  

and secondary appraisal significantly predict response strategies, and that a 

different combination of appraisal variables predicts each of the response  
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strategies, and that these combinations of appraisal variables vary according to  

the type of situation.  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Separate multiple regression analyses were conducted for each type of 

situation, using response strategy as the dependent variable and the appraisal 

variables as predictors. Tables 4.4, 4.5, 4.6 and 4.7 display the standardised 

regression coefficients (β) and significance levels for each of the analyses.  

Separate regression analyses were conducted for each response strategy.  The 

results for all response strategies are reported together in the tables representing 

each type of difficult situation. Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations 

of all variables are provided in Appendix G.  

In response to aggression (see Table 4.4), the results suggest that 

competitive strategies were used when the situation was appraised as stressful  

and the respondent has some perceived control over the outcome.  Avoidance  

APPRAISAL 

RESPONSE 
STRATEGIES OUTCOME 

RESPONSE 
STRATEGIES 

APPRAISAL OUTCOME 

Figure 4.2  Regression model to test mediation. 

Figure 4.1  Regression model. 
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strategies were more likely to be used when the situation was appraised as 

stressful, and respondents perceived they had little control over the outcome.  

Appeasing strategies were more likely to be used when the respondent valued an 

effective response (not making matters worse and maintaining the relationship), 

and the strategy of positive reappraisal was more likely to be employed when the 

situation was appraised as stressful, one in which an effective response was 

important, it was important to protect oneself, and respondents perceived they 

had some control over the outcome.  When faced with unfair personal criticism 

(see Table 4.5), competitive strategies were used when protecting oneself was 

appraised as important, and self-efficacy in managing the situation and control 

over the outcome were high.   

 

Table 4.4 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Appraisal Variables Predicting 
Each Response Strategy for Responding to Someone who is Angry, Aggressive, 
or Verbally Abusive (N=196) 
 

 Response Strategies (Dependent Variable) 

Appraisal Variables  Compete Appease Positive 
Reappraisal 

Avoidance 

Effective Response -.00 .47*** .15* .06 
Protect Self .03 -.07 .19** .12 
Appraised Stress .16* .01 .21** .15* 
Self-efficacy .04 -.03 .03 -.03 
Control .21** .09 .16* -.30*** 

R2 .06* .22*** .14*** .18*** 
Note.  Standardised regression coefficients (β) are displayed. 
*=p<.05; **=p<.01; ***=p<.001 
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Table 4.5 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Appraisal Variables Predicting 
Response Strategies for Responding to Unfair Personal Criticism (N=196) 
 

 Response Strategies (Dependent Variable) 

Appraisal Variables Compete Appease Positive 
Reappraisal 

Avoidance 

Effective Response -.03 .51*** .17* -.02 
Protect Self .16* -.00 .05 .28*** 
Appraised Stress .07 .05 .24** .08 
Self-efficacy .27*** .20** .09 -.02 
Control .27*** -.21** .04 -.16* 

R2 .22*** .29*** .11*** .14*** 
Note.  Standardised regression coefficients (β) are displayed. 
*=p<.05; **=p<.01; ***=p<.001 

Strategies for avoiding the situation were more likely to be used when 

there was concern for protecting oneself and low perceived control over the 

outcome of the situation.  Strategies to appease the person providing the 

criticism were used when an effective response was desired that would not make 

matters worse and self-efficacy in managing the situation was high, but there 

was low perceived control over the outcome of the situation.  The strategy of 

positive reappraisal was employed when an effective response was valued and 

the situation was appraised as highly stressful. 

When trying to resolve a conflict or misunderstanding in an ongoing 

work relationship (see Table 4.6), competitive strategies were used when the 

situation was appraised as stressful, protecting oneself was important, and 

respondents had high self-efficacy for responding effectively to the situation and 

perceived control over the outcome.  Alternatively, avoidance strategies were 

used when there was concern to protect oneself, and low self-efficacy and low  
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Table 4.6 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Appraisal Variables Predicting 
Response Strategies for Trying to Resolve a Conflict or Misunderstanding in an 
Ongoing Work Relationship (N=196) 
 
 Response Strategies (Dependent Variable) 

Appraisal Variables:  Compete Appease Positive 
Reappraisal 

Avoidance 

Effective Response -.06 .59*** .06 .05 
Protect Self .22** -.22*** .13 .22** 
Appraised Stress .25** .00 .19* .11 
Self-efficacy .31*** .22** .29*** -.27*** 
Control .16* -.03 -.02 -.14* 

R2 .19*** .37*** .12*** .24*** 
Note.  Standardised regression coefficients (β) are displayed. 
*=p<.05; **=p<.01; ***=p<.001 

perceived control over the outcome of the situation.  Appeasing strategies were 

used in situations that called for an effective response (that maintains the 

relationship and does not make matters worse), there was high self-efficacy, and 

a low concern for protecting oneself.  Positive reappraisal was likely to be used 

when the situation was appraised as stressful, and respondents perceived that 

they could respond effectively to it (i.e., there was high self-efficacy).   

When faced with telling their manager that they are dissatisfied or 

unhappy with a decision the manager has made or the way he or she has been 

treated (see Table 4.7), participants used competitive strategies when there was a 

strong concern to protect oneself, and they perceived they had some control over 

the outcome of the situation.  Avoidance strategies were used when the situation 

was appraised as stressful.  The participants employed appeasing strategies when 

there was concern for an effective response, high self-efficacy, and little 

perceived control over the outcome.  The appraisal variables did not  
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Table 4.7 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Appraisal Variables Predicting 
Response Strategies for Telling Your Manager You are Dissatisfied 
 
 Response Strategies (Dependent Variable) 

Appraisal Variables:  Compete Appease Positive 
Reappraisal 

Avoidance 

Effective Response -.11 .63*** .07 .07 
Protect Self .24** -.10 .14 -.02 
Appraised Stress .08 -.06 .13 .20** 
Self-efficacy .10 .19** -.04 -.13 
Control .24** -.14* .17 -.12 

R2 .12*** .39*** .07*** .12*** 
Note.  Standardised regression coefficients (β) are displayed. 
*=p<.05; **=p<.01; ***=p<.001 

 

significantly predict positive reappraisal with reference to this situation. 

Overall, these results show that the use of particular response strategies 

can be predicted by appraisal of the situation, and that this appraisal varies 

according to the type of situation. In seeking to understand these results, it is 

important to note that this interpretation is based on the appraisal and response 

strategy variables included in this analysis.  Addition of other variables could  

alter the regression weights reported in this analysis. The next stage of the  

analysis was to examine the relationship between response strategy, appraisal,  

and the outcome of the situation. 

Relationships between appraisal, response strategies and outcome:  

Hierarchical regression analyses.  Hierarchical regression was employed to 

determine whether the addition of appraisal variables improved prediction of the 

outcome of the situation beyond that afforded by response strategies.  Response 

strategies were entered at step 1 and appraisal variables were entered at step 2.   
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Separate analyses were conducted for each type of situation.  Table 4.8 displays 

the standardised regression coefficients (β), R2, and the change in R2 after entry 

of each set of independent variables. Appendix H displays the unstandardised 

regression coefficients (B), the intercept value, and the squares of the semipartial 

correlations (sri
2) for each analysis.  

 A second set of hierarchical regression analyses for each type of situation was 

conducted to test whether response strategies mediated the relationship between 

appraisal and outcome. A mediation hypothesis is supported if the relationship 

between the predictor (appraisal) and criterion (outcome) is diminished by the 

addition of the hypothesised mediating variable (response strategies).  

Substantially reduced beta weights at step 2 would provide evidence of the 

mediating role of response strategies in this equation.  Baron and Kenny (1986) 

suggested that eliminating the relationship between the independent and 

dependent variables is not a realistic goal because psychological phenomona 

have multiple mediating factors. Theoretically, a significant reduction in the 

relationship demonstrates that an hypothesised variable mediates to some extent, 

but there may be other untested factors that also mediate the relationship (Baron 

& Kenny, 1986).  In these analyses, appraisal was entered at step 1 and response 

strategies were entered at step 2.  Table 4.9 displays the standardised regression 

coefficients (β), R2, and the change in R2 after entry of each set of independent 

variables. Appendix H displays the unstandardised regression coefficients (B) 

and intercept, the squares of the semipartial correlations (sri
2) for each analysis. 
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Table 4.8. 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Response Strategies (entered at 
Step 1) and Appraisal Variables (entered at Step 2) Predicting Outcome of 
Situations 
 

 Dependent Variable:  Outcome of Situation 
 

 
Independent Variables:  

Responding to 
Someone 
Angry, 
Aggressive, or 
Abusive 

Responding to 
Unfair Criticism 

Attempt to 
Resolve 
Conflict 

Telling Manager 
you are 
Dissatisfied 

 
Step 1 

    

Response strategies:     
Compete -.00 .30*** .07 .09 
Appease .25*** .35*** .24*** .28*** 
Positive Reappraisal .06 -.01 .12 .04 
Avoidance -.24*** -.17* -.25*** -.28*** 

 
Step 2  

    

Response strategies:     
Compete -.03 .18** -.01 .02 
Appease .15* .29*** .07 .03 
Positive Reappraisal .04 .04 .10 .03 
Avoidance -.12 -.06 -.07 -.07 

Appraisal variables:     
Effective Response .08 .13 .15 .25** 
Protect Self .06 -.08 -.01 -.04 
Appraised Stress -.15* -.17* -.17* -.19** 
Self-efficacy -.09 .07 .16* .14* 
Control .30*** .23** .28*** .30*** 
     

R2 for Step 1 .10*** .21*** .15*** .15*** 
∆ R2 for Step 2 .09*** .14*** .18*** .26*** 

Note.  Standardised regression coefficients (β) are displayed. 
*=p<.05; **=p<.01; ***=p<.001 
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Table 4.9 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Appraisal Variables (entered at 
Step 1) and Response Strategies (entered at Step 2) Predicting Outcome of 
Situations 
 
 Dependent Variable:  Outcome of Situation  

 

 
Independent Variables:  

Responding to 
Someone 
Angry, 
Aggressive, or 
Abusive 

Responding to 
Unfair Criticism 

Attempt to 
Resolve 
Conflict 

Telling Manager 
you are 
Dissatisfied 

 
Step 1 

    

Appraisal variables:     
Effective Response .15* .28*** .19** .26*** 
Protect Self .04 -.07 -.03 -.03 
Appraised Stress -.16* -.13 -.17* -.20** 
Self-efficacy -.09 .18* .22** .16* 
Control .35*** .23** .28*** .32*** 

 
Step 2  

    

Appraisal variables:     
Effective Response .08 .13 .15 .25** 
Protect Self .06 -.08 -.01 -.04 
Appraised Stress -.15* -.16* -.17* -.19** 
Self-efficacy -.09 .07 .16* .14* 
Control .30*** .23** .28*** .30*** 

Response strategies:     
Compete -.03 .18** -.01 .02 
Appease .15* .29*** .07 .03 
Positive Reappraisal .04 .04 .10 .03 
Avoidance -.12 -.06 -.07 -.07 
     

R2 for Step 1 .17*** .27*** .31*** .40*** 
∆ R2 for Step 2 .03 .08*** .01 .00 
Note.  Standardised regression coefficients (β) are displayed. 
*=p<.05; **=p<.01; ***=p<.001 
 

The results of both hierarchical regression models are reported below for each 

type of difficult situation.  The results for the first model, with response 

strategies entered at step 1 and appraisal entered at step 2 are reported first,  
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followed by the results for the second, hypothesised mediational model, with 

appraisal entered at step 1 and response strategies entered at step 2. 

 Responding to someone angry, aggressive or verbally abusive.  When 

response strategies were entered into the equation first and appraisal entered 

second, R was significantly different from zero at the end of each step.  For the 

full regression model, with all independent variables in the equation, R =.44, F 

(9,186)=5.10, p<.001.  After step 1, with the response strategies in the  

equation, R 2 =.10 (adjusted R2= .09), F (4,191)=5.66, p <.001.  The  

independent variables that contributed significantly to the prediction of outcome 

of the situation were appeasing and avoidance strategies.  This indicates that 

when faced with anger or aggressive behaviour, the outcome of the situation is 

likely to be more positive if the respondent uses appeasing strategies and does 

not use avoidance strategies. After step 2, with the appraisal variables added to 

the equation, R2=.20 (adjusted R 2=.16), F (5,186)=4.27, p<.001. That is, the 

addition of appraisal variables to the equation resulted in a significant increment 

in R2, indicating that when response strategies are held constant, appraisal 

contributes significantly to the prediction of outcome.  In addition to appeasing 

strategies, the lower the appraised stressfulness of the situation and the more the 

person perceives he or she has control over the outcome significantly contributed 

to a positive outcome when faced with someone who is angry, aggressive or 

verbally abusive.  

To test the mediation hypothesis, appraisal was entered into the 

regression equation first and response strategies second.  The results revealed  
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that R was significantly different from zero at the end of each step.  For the full 

regression model, with all independent variables in the equation, R=.44, F 

(9,186)=5.10, p<.001.  After step 1, with the appraisal variables in the  

equation, R2 =.17 (adjusted R2= .15), F (5,190)=7.80, p<.001.  The  

independent variables that contributed significantly to the prediction of a positive  

outcome were a concern for an effective response (that does not make matters 

worse), low appraised stressfulness, and control over the outcome of the 

situation.  However, the addition of response strategies to the equation after step 

2 did not yield a significant increment in R2 (R2=.19 (adjusted R2=.16), F 

(4,186)=1.61, p=.174), providing no support for the notion that response 

strategies mediate the relationship between appraisal and outcome with respect 

to this situation.  

Responding to unfair personal criticism. When response strategies were 

entered into the equation first and appraisal entered second, R was significantly 

different from zero at the end of each step.  For the full regression model, with 

all independent variables in the equation, R=.59, F (9,186)=11.03, p<.001.   

After step 1, with the response strategies in the equation, R2 =.21 (adjusted R2= 

.19), F (4,191)=12.59, p<.001.  The independent variables that contributed 

significantly to the prediction of outcome of the situation were competitive, 

appeasing, and avoidance strategies.  This indicates that when faced with unfair 

personal criticism, the outcome of the situation is likely to be more positive if 

the respondent uses both competitive (defending self) and appeasing strategies, 

and does not use avoidance strategies. After step 2, with the appraisal variables  
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added to the equation, R2= .35 (adjusted R2= .32), F (5,186)=7.95, p<.001.  

That is, the addition of appraisal variables to the equation resulted in a 

significant increment in R2, indicating that, when response strategies are held 

constant, appraisal contributes significantly to a positive outcome to the 

situation.  In addition to competitive and appeasing strategies, low appraised 

stressfulness and high perceived control over the outcome significantly 

contributed to a positive outcome when responding to unfair personal criticism.  

The substantially reduced beta weights at step 2 for competing, appeasing, and 

avoidance strategies in particular, indicate that appraisal accounts for most of the 

variance in prediction of a positive outcome to the situation. 

To test the mediation model, appraisal variables were entered at step 1 

and response strategies at step 2.  In this analyis, R was significantly different 

from zero at the end of each step.  For the full regression model, with all 

independent variables in the equation, R=.59, F (9,186)=11.03, p<.001.   

After step 1, with the appraisal variables in the equation, R2 =.27 (adjusted R2= 

.25), F (5,190)=13.82, p<.001.  The independent variables that contributed 

significantly to the prediction of a positive outcome at this step were a concern 

for an effective response, self-efficacy in handling the situation, and control over 

the outcome of the situation. After step 2, with response strategies added to the 

equation, R2=.35 (adjusted R2=.32), F (4,186)=5.80, p<.001. This provides  

some support for the hypothesis that response strategies mediate the relationship 

between appraisal and outcome, as indicated by lower beta weights at step 2 for 
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the appraisal variables, concern for an effective response, and self-efficacy in 

particular. 

Attempting to resolve a conflict or misunderstanding. When response 

strategies were entered into the equation first, and appraisal entered second, R  

was significantly different from zero at the end of each step.  For the full 

regression model, with all independent variables in the equation, R=.56, F 

(9,184)=9.66, p<.001.  After step 1, with response strategies in the equation,  

R2 =.14 (adjusted R2= .13), F (4,189)=8.09, p<.001.  The independent  

variables that contributed significantly to the prediction of outcome of the 

situation were appeasing and avoidance strategies.  This indicates that when  

trying to resolve a conflict or misunderstanding with someone in an ongoing  

work relationship, the outcome of the situation is likely to be more positive if the 

respondent uses appeasing strategies and does not use avoidance strategies. After 

step 2, with the appraisal variables added to the equation, R2= .32 (adjusted  

R2= .29), F (5,184)=9.46, p<.001. That is, the addition of appraisal variables  

to the equation resulted in a significant increment in R2, indicating that when 

response strategies are held constant, appraisal contributes significantly to a 

positive outcome to the situation.  Appraisal of the situation as low in 

stressfulness, and one in which the person perceives he or she has some control 

over the outcome, together with self-efficacy in handling the situation 

significantly contributed to a positive outcome when trying to resolve a conflict  

or misunderstanding.  Response strategies were no longer significant at step 2,  



204 

suggesting that appraisal variables independently predict a positive outcome in 

this situation, and account for most of the predictive variance.  

The mediation hypothesis was tested by entering appraisal variables into  

the equation first and entering response strategies second.  The results revealed 

that R was significantly different from zero at the end of each step.  For the full 

regression model, with all independent variables in the equation, R=.57, F 

(9,184)=9.66, p<.001.  After step 1, with the appraisal variables in the  

equation, R2 =.31 (adjusted R2= .29), F (5,188)=16.66, p<.001.  The  

independent variables that contributed significantly to the prediction of outcome 

of the situation were a concern for an effective response, low appraised 

stressfulness, self-efficacy, and control over the outcome of the situation. The 

addition of response strategies to the equation after step 2 did not yield a 

significant increment in R2 (.32) (adjusted R2=.29), F (4,184)=0.93, p=.444, 

suggesting that response strategies do not mediate the relationship between 

appraisal and outcome for this type of situation. 

Telling your manager you are dissatisfied with a decision.  When  

response strategies were entered at step 1 and appraisal variables at step 2,  R  

was significantly different from zero at the end of each step.  For the full 

regression model, with all independent variables in the equation, R=.64, F 

(9,182)=14.14, p<.001.  After step 1, with the response strategies in the  

equation, R2 =.15 (adjusted R2= .13), F (4,187)=8.18, p<.001.  The  

independent variables that contributed significantly to the prediction of outcome  
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of the situation were appeasing and avoidance strategies.  This indicates that when 

expressing dissatisfaction to a manager with respect to a decision, the outcome of 

the situation is likely to be more positive if the respondent uses appeasing 

strategies, and does not use avoidance strategies. After step 2, with the appraisal 

variables added to the equation, R2= .41 (adjusted R2= .38), F (5,182)=16.24, 

p<.001. Thus, the addition of appraisal variables to the equation resulted in a 

significant increment in R2, indicating that, when response strategies are held 

constant, appraisal contributes significantly to the prediction of outcome to this 

situation.  Appraisal of the situation as low in stressfulness, and perceptions of 

control over the outcome, together with self-efficacy in handling the situation, and 

a concern for an effective response that does not make matters worse, all 

significantly contributed to a positive outcome.  Response strategies were no 

longer significant at step 2, indicating that appraisal of the situation and not 

response strategies significantly predicts outcome.  

To test the mediation hypothesis, appraisal variables were entered into 

the equation first and response strategies entered second, yielding an R that was 

significantly different from zero at the end of each step.  For the full regression 

model, with all independent variables in the equation, R=.64, F (9,182)=14.14, 

p<.001.  After step 1, with the appraisal variables in the equation, R2 =.40 

(adjusted R2= .39), F (5,186)=25.43, p<.001.  The independent variables that 

contributed significantly to the prediction of outcome of the situation were a 

concern for an effective response, low appraised stressfulness, self-efficacy, and 

control over the outcome of the situation. The addition of response strategies to 
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the equation after step 2 did not yield a significant increment in R2 (.41) 

(adjusted R2=.38), F (4,182)=0.42, p=.796, suggesting that response strategies  

do not mediate the relationship between appraisal and outcome in this type of 

situation. 

Summary of results for relationship between appraisal, response  

strategies, and outcome.  Overall, the results of the hierarchical regression 

analyses suggest that, in some situations (responding to aggression and unfair 

criticism), appraisal and response strategies together predict outcome.  However, 

in other situations (attempting to resolve a conflict and expressing dissatisfaction 

to a manager), appraisal is a significant predictor of outcome independent of 

response strategies.  That is, in these situations the predictive contribution of 

response strategies was not found to be significant when considered together 

with the appraisal variables.  Thus, there are different patterns in the 

relationships between appraisal, response strategies, and outcome, according to 

the type of situation.  

Evidence supporting the hypothesised mediating role of response 

strategies in the relationship between appraisal and outcome was found only with 

reference to one type of situation, responding to unfair personal criticism.  The 

results did not support the mediation hypothesis in relation to the other three  

types of difficult situations examined in this analysis. To understand the nature   

of the relationship more fully, it is important to consider these results in the 

context of the relationship between appraisal and response strategies. 
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When responding to anger or aggression, the results show that the use of 

strategies to appease the angry person and low use of avoidance strategies 

predict a positive outcome.  This makes intuitive sense, as ignoring or avoiding 

the person may antagonise and elicit more anger.  When this situation is 

appraised as one that requires an effective response that does not worsen the 

situation, people are more likely to use appeasing strategies.  When the situation 

is appraised as low in stressfulness, and the person has high control over the 

outcome, avoidance strategies are less likely to be adopted. 

In the context of responding to unfair personal criticism, the combination 

of competitive strategies to defend oneself, and appeasing strategies and low use 

of avoidance strategies predict a positive outcome.  In this context, it is 

acceptable to defend oneself (as the criticism is unfair) but it is also important 

simultaneously to appease the person who has made the criticism.  When the 

situation is appraised as one requiring an effective response that does not make 

matters worse, appeasing strategies are likely to be used.  However, when the 

main concern is protection of oneself and one’s reputation, competitive or 

avoidance strategies are more likely to be used (but the use of avoidance is 

unlikely to result in a positive outcome).  When there is high self-efficacy and 

control over the outcome in the context of unfair personal criticism, competitive 

and appeasing strategies are more likely to be used.  High control also predicted 

low use of avoidance strategies. 

In the situational context of attempting to resolve a conflict or 

misunderstanding, the use of appeasing strategies and low use of avoidance  
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predict a positive outcome.  Adoption of these strategies is predicted when the 

situation is appraised as one in which an effective response is required, and the 

person believes that he or she can enact the response effectively (high self-

efficacy).  Also, self-efficacy and control predict low use of avoidance 

strategies.  Avoidance strategies and low use of appeasing strategies are 

predicted when there is a high concern to protect oneself and one’s reputation, 

however, these strategies are unlikely to lead to a positive outcome. 

When expressing dissatisfaction to a manager regarding a decision, the 

use of appeasing strategies and low avoidance are likely to lead to positive 

outcomes.  Appeasing strategies are predicted when the situation is appraised 

as one requiring an effective response (that does not make matters worse or 

threaten the relationship with the manager), and the person perceives that he or 

she is able to manage the situation effectively and have some control over the 

outcome.  The greater the appraised stressfulness of the situation, the more 

likely it is that the situation will be avoided, but this will not lead to a positive 

outcome. 

Effects of Type of Situation and Status of Other Person 

First, the data were analysed to assess whether there were differences in 

ratings of the appraisal and response strategy variables according to the type of 

difficult situation. Significant differences in ratings of appraisal variables would 

indicate that people appraise these situations differently.  Similarly, significant 

differences in ratings of response strategies would suggest that people use 

different response strategies for dealing with each type of situation. Next, the  
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data were analysed to examine differences in the ratings of appraisal, response 

strategies, and outcome of the situation according to the respondent’s 

relationship to the other person in the situation.  That is, for each of the difficult 

situations separately, the question asked was whether ratings of appraisal and 

response strategy differ according to the participant’s relationship to the other 

person, and whether this type of relationship has an impact on the outcome of 

the situation. 

Appraisal, response strategies, and type of situation.  To assess  

differences in ratings according to the type of situation, a one-way repeated 

measures MANOVA was conducted with type of situation as the independent 

variable (with four levels, representing each of the four types of situation), and 

appraisal and response strategies as the dependent variables.  The results yielded 

a significant multivariate effect for situations, F (27,163)=7.08, p<.001.  

Univariate tests revealed significant results for the appraisal variables protecting 

self and reputation (primary appraisal) and control (secondary appraisal), and for  

the response strategies compete, positive reappraisal, and avoidance.  The results 

of univariate tests are presented in Table 4.10.  Post-hoc analyses using Tukey’s 

HSD were performed, and these results are presented in Table 4.11.   

The results indicated that a concern for protecting oneself and one’s 

reputation is more important when responding to unfair criticism or telling your 

manager you are dissatisfied than when dealing with an angry or aggressive 

person or attempting to resolve a conflict in an ongoing work relationship.  

Participants reported that they had greater control over the outcome when  
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Table 4.10 

Summary Table of Univariate Tests Comparing Type of Difficult Situation in 

Relation to Appraisal and Response Strategies 

 
 

Rating 
MS Fa Eta2 

Effective Response 
Error 

1.080 
.435 

2.48 .013 

Protect Self & Reputation 
Error 

4.754 
.427 

11.14*** .056 

Appraised Stressfulness 
Error 

.896 

.617 
1.45 .008 

Self-efficacy 
Error 

.231 

.466 
.50 .003 

Control 
Error 

4.768 
.859 

5.55*** .029 

Compete 
Error 

10.619 
.687 

15.46*** .076 

Appease 
Error 

.902 

.419 
2.15 .011 

Positive Reappraisal 
Error 

4.920 
.335 

14.70*** .072 

Avoidance 
Error 

2.572 
.662 

3.89* .020 

*p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001  
a df=3,567 
 
 

 



211 

Table 4.11 

Tukey’s HSD Post-hoc Comparisons Comparing Mean Ratings of Appraisal and 

Response Strategies for Type of Difficult Situation 

    Mean Difference 
 

Rating Type of Situation Mean SD 
Anger, 

aggressio
n 

Unfair 
criticis

m 

Resolve 
conflict 

Protect Self 
& 

Reputation 
 

Anger, aggression 
Unfair criticism 
Resolve conflict 
Tell mgr your dissatisfied 

3.40 
3.68 
3.43 
3.68 

.785 

.816 

.865 

.764 

.--- 
0.281* 
0.035 
0.288* 

 
.--- 

0.246* 
0.007 

 
 
.--- 

0.253* 

Control 
 

Anger, aggression 
Unfair criticism 
Resolve conflict 
Tell mgr your dissatisfied 

2.93 
3.03 
3.29 
3.10 

.891 

.888 
1.118 
.896 

.--- 
0.102 
0.362* 
0.175 

 
.--- 

0.260* 
0.073 

 
 
.--- 

0.187 

Compete 
 

Anger, aggression 
Unfair criticism 
Resolve conflict 
Tell mgr your dissatisfied 

3.08 
3.29 
3.42 
3.64 

1.019 
1.093 
1.018 
.916 

.--- 
0.215 
0.341* 
0.562* 

 
.--- 

0.126 
0.347* 

 
 
.--- 

0.221 

Positive 
Reappraisal 

 

Anger, aggression 
Unfair criticism 
Resolve conflict 
Tell mgr your dissatisfied 

2.09 
2.33 
2.35 
2.47 

.701 

.850 

.820 

.804 

.--- 
0.235* 
0.258* 
0.376* 

 
.--- 

0.023 
0.141 

 
 
.--- 

0.118 

Avoidance 
 

Anger, aggression 
Unfair criticism 
Resolve conflict 
Tell mgr your dissatisfied 

2.61 
2.73 
2.60 
2.46 

.779 
1.124 
.958 
.876 

.--- 
0.122 
0.013 
0.154 

 
.--- 

0.135 
0.276* 

 
 
.--- 

0.141 
*p<.05 
 
 
attempting to resolve a conflict than in responding to anger or aggression, or 

unfair criticism. 

Competitive strategies were used more often when telling the manager you 

are dissatisfied than when responding to someone who is angry or aggressive, or 

responding to unfair criticism.  Participants indicated that they also used 

competitive strategies more often when trying to resolve a conflict than  
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when responding to someone who is angry or aggressive.  Positive reappraisal 

was used more often when responding to unfair criticism, attempting to resolve a 

conflict, and telling your manager you are dissatisfied, when compared to 

responding to someone who is angry or aggressive.  Avoidance was used more 

often when responding to unfair criticism compared with telling your manager 

you are dissatisfied with a decision they have made. 

Appraisal, response strategies and outcome of situation, and relationship 

to other.  To assess differences in ratings according to the relationship to the 

other person in the situation, three one-way MANOVAs were conducted, with 

relationship to the other person as the independent variable (with three levels 

representing superior, colleague, and customer), and appraisal and response 

strategies as the dependent variables.  There were insufficient data in relation to 

subordinates, and hence this level of the variable was not examined in the 

current analysis.  Three analyses were performed, one for each of three types of 

situation (responding to someone angry, aggressive or verbally abusive; 

responding to unfair personal criticism; and resolving a conflict or 

misunderstanding with someone at work).  Data for the fourth difficult situation, 

telling your manager you are dissatisfied with a decision, were not analysed 

because the other person in the situation (i.e., superior) was consistent across 

situations and hence there was no variance at this level of the independent 

variable. 

For the situation that involved responding to someone who is angry, 

aggressive or verbally abusive, a significant multivariate effect for person was  
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found F (20,352)=3.91, p<.001).  Between-subjects effects tests revealed 

significant differences between ratings of the appraisal variables assessing 

stressfulness and control, and also in relation to the response strategies of 

competing and appeasing.  Post-hoc analyses revealed that participants rated 

responding to an angry or aggressive supervisor as significantly more stressful 

than if the other person was a work colleague, and also reported less control 

over the outcome of the situation when responding to an angry supervisor, 

compared with an angry customer.  In addition, participants reported that they 

used appeasing strategies more often with customers compared to superiors, and 

competitive strategies more often when dealing with colleagues and customers 

relative to superiors. A summary of the between-subjects effects tests are 

displayed in Table 4.12, and the results of post-hoc comparisons are presented in 

Table 4.13. 

For the situation that involved responding to unfair personal criticism, a 

significant multivariate effect for person was found F (20,354)=3.46, p<.001.  

Between-subjects effects tests revealed significant differences between ratings of 

the appraisal variables assessing a concern for protecting self and reputation, 

appraised stressfulness, self-efficacy and control, and also in relation to the 

appeasing response strategy.  Post-hoc analyses revealed that participants rated 

responding to unfair criticism as requiring a greater concern for protecting self 

and reputation when the criticism is delivered by a superior compared to a 

customer, and more stressful than if delivered by a colleague. Participants also  
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Table 4.12 

Summary Table of Between-subjects Effects Comparing Relationship to the 

Other Person for the Situation of Responding to Someone Angry, Aggressive or 

Verbally Abusive 

 
Rating 
 

 
MS 

 
Fa 

 
Eta2 

Effective Response 
Error 

1.097 
.444 

2.47 .026 

Protect Self & Reputation 
Error 

1.293 
.633 

2.04 .021 

Appraised Stressfulness 
Error 

2.264 
.557 

4.06* .042 

Self-efficacy 
Error 

2.103 
.753 

2.79 .029 

Control 
Error 

7.106 
.733 

9.69*** .094 

Compete 
Error 

5.180 
.509 

5.07** .052 

Appease 
Error 

3.904 
.485 

7.67*** .076 

Positive Reappraisal 
Error 

.641 

.485 
1.32 .014 

Avoidance 
Error 

1.047 
.595 

1.76 .019 

Outcome 
Error 

.698 

.822 
.85 .009 

*p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001 
a df=2,186 
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Table 4.13 

Tukey’s HSD Post-hoc Comparisons Comparing Mean Ratings of Appraisal and 

Response Strategies for Superior, Colleague and Customer for the Situation of 

Responding to Someone Angry, Aggressive or Verbally Abusive 

 
    Mean Difference 

Rating Other 
Person Mean SD Superior Colleague 

Appraised 
Stressfulness 

Superior 
Colleague 
Customer 

3.59 
3.12 
3.31 

.712 

.717 

.767 

.--- 

.470* 

.286 

.--- 

.--- 

.184 

Control 
Superior 

Colleague 
Customer 

2.51 
2.76 
3.15 

.769 

.901 

.876 

.--- 

.249 

.635*** 

.--- 

.--- 

.385 

Compete 
Superior 

Colleague 
Customer 

2.60 
3.25 
3.10 

1.06 
1.00 
.989 

.--- 

.649* 

.497* 

.--- 

.--- 

.151 

Appease 
Superior 

Colleague 
Customer 

2.98 
3.23 
3.47 

.782 

.891 

.625 

.--- 

.242 

.481*** 

.--- 

.--- 

.239 
*p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001 
 
 
indicated that they felt greater self-efficacy when dealing with a customer 

compared to a superior, and greater control over the outcome of the situation  

when responding to a colleague compared to a superior.  Appeasing strategies 

were used more often when dealing with superiors and customers compared with 

colleagues.  A summary of the between-subjects effects tests are displayed in 

Table 4.14, and the results of post-hoc comparisons are presented in Table 4.15. 
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Table 4.14 

Summary Table of Between-subjects Effects Comparing Relationship to 

the Other Person for the Situation of Unfair Personal Criticism 

 
 
Rating 
 

 
MS 

 
Fa 

 
Eta2 

Effective Response 
Error 

.153 

.762 
.20 .002 

Protect Self & 
Reputation 
Error 

2.588 
.645 

4.01* 
 

.041 

Appraised 
Stressfulness 
Error 

6.836 
.658 

10.38*** .100 

Self-efficacy 
Error 

2.712 
.560 

4.85** .049 

Control 
Error 

4.852 
.790 

6.15** .062 

Compete 
Error 

1.455 
.1.204 

1.21 .013 

Appease 
Error 

3.888 
.627 

6.20** .062 

Positive Reappraisal 
Error 

.935 

.678 
1.38 .015 

Avoidance 
Error 

1.296 
1.253 

1.03 .011 

Outcome 
Error 

.190 

.688 
.28 .003 

*p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001. 
a  df=2,187 
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Table 4.15 

Tukey’s HSD Post-hoc Comparisons Comparing Mean Ratings of Appraisal 

and Response Strategies for Superior, Colleague, and Customer for the 

Situation of Unfair Personal Criticism 

    Mean Difference 

Rating Other 
Person Mean SD Superior Colleague 

Protect Self & 
Reputation 

Superior 
Colleague 
Customer 

3.82 
3.61 
3.41 

.707 

.835 

.943 

.--- 

.215 

.416* 

.--- 

.--- 

.201 

Appraised 
Stressfulness 

Superior 
Colleague 
Customer 

3.59 
2.97 
3.27 

.687 

.890 

.937 

.--- 

.615*** 

.319 

.--- 

.--- 

.296 

Self-efficacy 
Superior 

Colleague 
Customer 

2.95 
3.20 
3.36 

.763 

.691 

.791 

.--- 

.254 

.412** 

.--- 

.--- 

.157 

Control 
Superior 

Colleague 
Customer 

2.80 
3.32 
3.07 

.812 

.953 

.952 

.--- 

.518*** 

.273 

.--- 

.--- 

.244 

Appease 
Superior 

Colleague 
Customer 

3.23 
2.87 
3.40 

.702 

.929 

.765 

.--- 

.360* 

.170 

.--- 

.--- 

.531** 
*p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001 
 
 
 

For the situation that involved attempting to resolve a conflict or 

misunderstanding with someone in an ongoing work relationship, a significant 

multivariate effect for person was found, F (20, 334)=2.211, p<.01.  Between-

subjects effects tests revealed significant differences between ratings of the 

appraisal variables assessing a concern for protecting self and reputation, self-

efficacy and control, and also in relation to the competing and positive 

reappraisal response strategies.  Post-hoc analyses revealed that participants 

rated attempting to resolve a conflict as requiring a greater concern for 

protecting self and reputation when the conflict was with a superior or a  
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colleague compared to a customer.  Participants also indicated that they had 

greater self-efficacy and greater control over the outcome of the situation when 

the conflict was with a colleague compared to a superior. Participants also 

reported using competitive response strategies and positive reappraisal less often 

when dealing with superiors than with colleagues.  A summary of the between-

subjects effects tests are displayed in Table 4.16, and the results of post-hoc 

comparisons are presented in Table 4.17. 

 

General Discussion 

Appraisal Measures 

In the first part of the current study, scales were developed for the 

primary and secondary appraisal variables, and response strategies.  With 

reference to primary appraisal, the 12-item scale yielded two factors  

representing a concern for an effective response and not making matters worse, 

and a concern for protecting oneself and one’s reputation. There are parallels 

with a concern for self and a concern for others that have been identified in 

previous research (e.g., Falbo & Peplau, 1980; Nicotera, 1993; Pinkley, 1990; 

Wilson & Gallois, 1993; Wish et al., 1976; Wish et al., 1980).  The first of  

these components highlights both the requirement for competent communication 

in work settings and the interdependent nature of work relationships.  A concern 

for the other person in the situation features in this first component and is 

represented by items pertaining to maintaining the relationship with the other 

person and not hurting them.  However, in addition to this, there is also a  
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Table 4.16 

Summary Table of Between-subjects Effects Comparing Relationship to the 

Other Person for the Situation of Resolving a Conflict or Misunderstanding 

 
 
Rating 
 

 
MS 

 
Fa 

 
Eta2 

Effective Response 
Error 

.649 

.598 
1.09 .012 

Protect Self & 
Reputation 
Error 

4.125 
.730 

5.65** .060 

Appraised Stressfulness 
Error 

1.494 
.641 

2.33 .026 

Self-efficacy 
Error 

2.268 
.525 

4.32* .047 

Control 
Error 

6.790 
1.178 

5.76** .061 

Compete 
Error 

4.464 
1.027 

4.35* .047 

Appease 
Error 

1.725 
.677 

2.55 .028 

Positive Reappraisal 
Error 

2.830 
.650 

4.35* .047 

Avoidance 
Error 

1.552 
.901 

1.72 .019 

Outcome 
Error 

1.427 
.876 

1.63 .018 

*p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001. 
adf=2,177 
 



220 

Table 4.17 

Tukey’s HSD Post-hoc Comparisons Comparing Mean Ratings of Appraisal and 

Response Strategies for Superior, Colleague, and Customer for the Situation of 

Resolving A Conflict or Misunderstanding 

    Mean Difference 

Rating Other 
Person Mean SD Superior Colleague 

Protect Self & 
Reputation 

Superior 
Colleague 
Customer 

3.61 
3.46 
2.86 

.962 

.777 
1.04 

.--- 

.144 

.749** 

.--- 

.--- 

.605** 

Self-efficacy 
Superior 

Colleague 
Customer 

2.86 
3.23 
3.30 

.628 

.765 

.647 

.--- 

.367* 

.439 

.--- 

.--- 

.072 

Control 
Superior 

Colleague 
Customer 

2.78 
3.45 
3.24 

.881 
1.197 
.673 

.--- 

.672** 

.457 

.--- 

.--- 

.216 

Compete 
Superior 

Colleague 
Customer 

3.09 
3.53 
3.02 

1.100 
.981 
1.019 

.--- 

.443* 

.073 

.--- 

.--- 

.517 

Positive Reappraisal 
Superior 

Colleague 
Customer 

2.02 
2.45 
2.26 

.736 

.835 

.765 

.--- 

.430** 

.241 

.--- 

.--- 

.189 
*p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001 

 

 

concern for responding effectively and competently so as to resolve the situation 

or at least not worsen the problem.  The second component reveals the 

importance of protecting oneself against the negative perceptions of others and 

safeguarding one’s self-perceptions.  This isparticularly important in work 

settings, where others’ perceptions of work performance and competence can 

have consequences for promotional and developmental opportunities, access to 

resources, and social acceptance among the work group.  These two components  
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represent the key ‘stakes’ that have the potential to be threatened, harmed or lost 

in difficult workplace interactions.   

In addition, the primary appraisal measure used by Terry (1991, 1994) 

assessing appraised stressfulness also proved to be a worthwhile addition to the 

conceptualisation of primary appraisal.  Together, these scales assess primary 

appraisal of difficult communication in three important ways:  How stressful is 

the encounter?, What is the relative importance of an effective response?, and 

What is the relative importance of protecting oneself in the situation?  It is 

important to note that these appraisal dimensions are not mutually exclusive and 

are triggered according to the type of situation. The principal components 

analysis of appraised stressfulness, and the secondary appraisal dimensions of 

situational control and self-efficacy revealed distinct components, with strong 

reliability coefficients for each scale, similar to those reported by Terry (1994).  

With reference to secondary appraisal, situational control and self-efficacy are 

important constructs for predicting the choice of response strategy and the 

outcome of the situation. These findings provide support for the application of 

these constructs to difficult interpersonal interactions at work. 

Response Strategies and Appraisal 
 

Of particular interest in the current study were the response strategies 

previously identified in Study 4, and tested in the current study within the context 

of actual difficult situations reported by participants.  Providing a range of 

response strategy choices from the cognitive appraisal, conflict, and social rules 

literature, eight distinct components were found in Study 4.  However, in the 
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current study assessing the use of these strategies, only four core types of  

response strategy were identified.  This suggests that, although people may 

perceive a wide array of possible response strategies for dealing with difficult 

situations generally, they discern a smaller range of choices when faced with a 

specific encounter.  The characteristics of the encounter influences the types of 

response strategies that are suitable, and those that are unsuitable are eliminated 

from the array of choices.  These related to competing and defending oneself, 

strategies for appeasing the other person, positive reappraisal and acceptance of 

the situation, and avoidance.  The competing and appeasing response strategies 

could be described as problem-focused in Folkman and Lazarus’ terms, as they 

tend to be active attempts to respond to the situation.  Positive reappraisal and 

avoidance, on the other hand, do not involve a direct or active response to the 

situation, and may be better suited to managing emotion, particularly in  

situations where there is little perceived control over the outcome. Participants  

indicated that they were more likely to use an avoidance strategy as the  

appraised stressfulness of the situations increased with reference to responding to  

someone who is angry or aggressive, and telling your manager you are 

dissatisfied.   

In addition, in situations in which people have a concern to protect 

themselves and their reputation, for example when dealing with unfair criticism 

or attempting to resolve a conflict, they are more likely to use avoidance. When 

people feel that they have some control over the outcome of the situation, and 

feel able to manage the situation, they tend to use avoidance strategies less often.   
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Interestingly, a positive outcome in all four difficult situations examined in this 

study is predicted by low use of avoidance. Generally, dealing with difficult 

situations rather than ignoring them is, therefore, considered important to 

competent communication in work settings. This result is similar to the findings 

of Schwartz and Stone (1993), where the coping strategy of distraction (similar 

to avoidance in the current study) was used much less in relation to work 

problems.  Also in their study, acceptance of the situation was used in relation to 

the problem of excessive job demands that were appraised as chronic and 

therefore difficult to change. 

Appeasing strategies predicted a positive outcome to the situation in all 

four difficult situations examined in this study.  This reinforces the importance 

of maintaining the relationship with the other person in the interaction at all 

costs.  In the context of responding to unfair criticism, however, the use of both 

appeasing and competitive strategies predicted a positive outcome, suggesting 

that even though the criticism is unfair and the recipient has a right to protect 

themself, the response must also be executed in such a way to maintain the 

relationship with the critic. 

In all situations, strategies for competing and defending oneself were 

more likely to be used when the person perceived they had control over the 

outcome.  In addition, competitive strategies were used when the situation was 

appraised as stressful or there was concern to protect oneself, or the person 

perceived they could execute the response effectively (high self-efficacy).  A 

concern for an effective response that does not make matters worse was not  
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related to the use of competitive strategies in any of the situations.  This 

indicates that a competitive approach is the least effective strategy in work 

settings. Interestingly, the use of competitive strategies only predicted a positive 

outcome in the context of unfair criticism, and then only when used in 

conjunction with appeasing strategies. 

Positive reappraisal was likely to be elicited in situations appraised as 

stressful, when an effective response was required, protecting oneself was 

important, and for which there was some control over the outcome.  Self-

efficacy predicted use of positive reappraisal only in the context of attempting to 

resolve a conflict. This suggests that people who feel they are able to address a 

conflict with another person effectively are more likely to draw on positive 

reappraisal and be proactive in their approach. Interestingly, positive reappraisal 

was not related to a positive outcome in any of the situations examined in this 

study.  This suggests that, as with the findings in relation to avoidance, passive 

strategies were not considered effective in work contexts, and rarely produced a 

satisfactory resolution.   

The Relationship Between Appraisal, Response Strategies, and Outcome 

A key finding of the current study is that appraisal of the situation 

predicts the use of particular response strategies, and that appraisal and response 

strategies together predict a positive outcome for the situation. From a 

theoretical perspective, this study examined whether appraisal could predict the 

outcome of difficult situations, beyond prediction provided by the use of certain 

response strategies.  In other words, it examined whether appraisal adds  
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anything to understanding of the established relationship between response 

strategies and outcome?  The results of the regression analysis revealed that 

appraisal does add to understanding of the relationship between choice of 

response strategy and outcome in all four difficult situations examined. 

An alternative model, testing whether response strategies mediate the 

relationship between appraisal and outcome, revealed no support for the notion 

that appraisal is a mediating variable, except in the context of unfair personal 

criticism.  In this situation, appraisal and response strategies were equally 

important in predicting a positive outcome.  However, in the other three 

situations, appraisal of the situation accounted for most of the variance in 

predicting the outcome of the situation.  Therefore, appraisal of the situation is 

an important construct that adds significantly to our understanding of difficult 

communication situations, and is worthy of further investigation. 

Influence of the Situational Context 

The significance of the situational context in influencing appraisal and 

choice of response strategy was also explored in the current study.  The two 

situational variables of type of situation and relationship to the other person in  

the situation were examined to test differences in ratings of appraisal and  

response strategy.  In both cases, significant effects were found for these 

contextual variables.  With reference to the type of situation, the appraisal 

dimensions of a concern for protecting self and reputation and situational control  

were found to differ according to the type of situation.  The use of competitive  
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response strategies, positive reappraisal, and avoidance also differed according to 

the type of situation.   

With reference to the relationship to the other person in the situation, the 

most interesting differences were found between superiors on the one hand, and 

colleagues and customers on the other. For example, when responding to anger 

or aggression, or receiving unfair criticism from a superior, participants rated 

the situation as more stressful than responding to anger or criticism from 

colleagues.  Participants also reported having less control over the outcome of 

the situation when receiving criticism from a superior, and also less control and 

self-efficacy when attempting to resolve a conflict with a superior, compared to 

when it was with a colleague.  When the conflict was with a superior compared 

to a colleague, attempts to resolve it involved less competitive strategies and 

positive appraisal and more appeasing strategies. 

Although participants were asked to describe situations in ongoing 

relationships, many chose to describe and rate interactions with customers, 

which tend to be short-lived compared to relationships with work colleagues and 

managers.  These data allowed a comparison between ongoing relationships in 

which the other person has equal power and status with the 

participant(colleague), greater power and status than the participant (superior), 

and relationships where there is minimal, if any, ongoing interaction 

(customers). 

For example, participants reported that responding to an angry or  

aggressive superior was more stressful than responding to an angry or aggressive  
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customer, and they had less control over the outcome when the angry person  

was their superior.  As a result, they were less likely to use competitive 

strategies in this situation with a superior, than if the angry person were a 

colleague or customer, but more likely to use appeasing strategies with 

customers than superiors.  Participants also reported lower self-efficacy when 

dealing with superiors compared with customers who had criticised them 

unfairly.  In these situations, it was also more important to protect oneself with 

superiors, and similarly, when attempting to resolve a conflict with a superior, 

there was a greater concern for protecting oneself, than if the conflict was with a  

colleague or customer. 

Theoretical and Practical Implications 

In summary, two important findings have emerged from this study.  

First, appraisal is a useful construct to apply to the context of difficult 

communication situations in work settings.  The results suggest that appraisal 

does add to our understanding of the relationship between response strategies 

and the outcome of the situation.  This suggests that a reconceptualisation of 

how people approach difficult communication situations at work is required.  

This study shows that appraisal of the situation predicts the choice of responses 

strategy, and also that it is the combination of appraisal and response strategy 

that best predicts a positive outcome.  From a practical perspective, it seems that 

it may not be enough to increase the behavioural repertoire of skills for 

managing difficult situations.  Rather, emphasis on metacognitive processes that 

enlighten individuals with regard to key appraisal dimensions may be of benefit.   
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An understanding of these appraisal dimensions may allow people to prepare 

their response to a difficult situation, where there is opportunity for this in 

advance (e.g., expressing dissatisfaction to a manager).  

The second important finding is that response strategies do not mediate  

the relationship between appraisal and outcome, with the exception of  

responding to unfair personal criticism.  This type of situation can be 

characterised by a complex, dynamic transaction between appraisal and response  

strategy that is not yet clearly understood.  It is possible that this is an example  

of the bidirectional nature of the person-environment relationship (Folkman, 

1984).  With reference to the other three types of difficult situation considered in 

this study, there was no support for the mediation hypothesis. This is contrary to 

previous research regarding coping, which has found that coping does mediate 

the relationship between appraisal and outcome.  This discrepancy indicates the 

need for further research to identify the conditions under which response 

strategies are mediating variables with reference to interpersonal communication 

situations. 

Future Research Directions 

In this study, four difficult situations were considered.  The results 

suggest that the transactional model offers a useful way of conceptualising 

difficult communication situations in the workplace. Therefore, further 

investigations using other types of difficult communication situations, identified 

in Study 1 would be worthwhile.  In particular, further investigation using the 

difficult situations identified by superiors, compared with colleagues and  
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subordinates, may provide insight into the differences in appraisal dimensions 

for individuals holding varying degrees of power and status in organisations.  

For example, are the issues ‘at stake’ for more powerful individuals the same as 

those with less power?  Do their appraisals of controllability and self-efficacy 

differ?  This suggests a research design that varies the type of situation, and the 

relationship to the other person in the interaction.  

A significant limitation of this study, and other investigations of the 

transactional model, is the reliance on self-report data and retrospective  

accounts; a problem identified by Folkman et al. (1986).  Recent examinations  

have sought to overcome this limitation by using prospective designs (Valentiner  

et al., 1994) and there is merit in this approach.  Further theoretical, 

methodological, and practical implications of this study in the context of the 

research program are discussed in the following chapter (Chapter 5). 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

Overview 

The present research program has made three important contributions to the 

theoretical and research literature.  First, the studies reported in Chapter 2 of this 

thesis revealed the types of communication encounters that are most difficult to 

manage at work, and offered insight into why these situations are difficult. These 

results provide a taxonomy of difficult communication situations in the workplace 

that extends our understanding of this situational context.  In addition, an alternative 

perspective on these interpersonal encounters was offered, recognising that the 

difficulty many people experience relates to the situational context. This is 

important, because the prevailing literature has only offered descriptions of the other 

person in the encounter as ‘difficult’, and this does not explain the response choices 

people make.   

The second contribution of this program of research was the development of 

measures of primary and secondary appraisal, and a taxonomy of response strategies 

applicable to work settings. A review of the literature in relation to appraisal 

revealed conceptual confusion which has resulted in ambiguous measures of primary 

and secondary appraisal and coping.  In addition, the identification of response 

strategies drew together the communication, conflict management, and appraisal 

literatures, and the findings provide information about the array of response choices 

people have available to them in difficult interpersonal encounters. This work was 

described in Chapter 3.  
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The third, and most significant contribution of this research, was the 

application of cognitive appraisal theory to the context of difficult communication 

at work.  Such an application has not been attempted previously and it offers an 

alternative lens through which to view a central question of this research:  Can 

appraisal be considered a useful construct for understanding difficult 

communication situations at work?  The study reported in Chapter 4 tested the 

application of cognitive appraisal theory to four difficult communication situations, 

and investigated the relationship between appraisal, response strategy, and outcome 

for each of these situations. These three contributions are considered in more detail 

in the following discussion, before the practical importance of the research, its 

limitations, and directions for future research are considered. 

 

Theoretical Implications 

Conceptualising Difficult Interpersonal Communication in the Workplace 

A key contribution of the current research is the identification of a range of 

difficult communication situations that people commonly encounter at work. The 

number and diversity of the types of situations identified is indicative of the 

complexity of interpersonal communication in work settings.  What emerged from 

the findings in the initial studies of this research (Studies 1 and 2) is that, first, 

people perceive certain situations to be more difficult than others to manage, and, 

second, several factors contribute to this difficulty.  In particular, the mutual 

obligation to maintain the relationship with the other person in the  
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encounter, the status of the other person, the importance of saving face, and the 

emotional arousal elicited by the encounter are all factors that contribute to the 

degree of difficulty experienced by communicators.  

The importance of the obligation to maintain the relationship with the other 

person in the encounter will not be a new finding for communication researchers 

who have investigated the social rules of interpersonal encounters (Rakos, 1991; 

Wilson & Gallois, 1993). Maintaining the working relationship with the other 

person in the situation, and maintaining relationships with other work colleagues 

were specifically identified as issues at stake by participants in Study 3.  Further 

support for this was found in the result that strategies to appease the other person 

predicted a positive outcome to the situation in all four difficult situations 

examined in this research, when the influence of response strategies on outcome 

was considered independently of appraisal.  This reinforces the importance of 

maintaining the relationship with the other person at all costs.  

The obligation to maintain the relationship contributes to the complexity of 

interpersonal situations at work in two important ways.  First, interpersonal 

encounters at work, compared with other types of relationships outside of work, 

mainly occur in the context of ongoing relationships that are difficult to withdraw 

from.  A key difference is that people do not usually choose who they work with, 

whereas in almost all other ongoing relationships there is some choice about the 

extent of involvement with others.  Second, work relationships are interdependent 

and employees are required to work together to achieve task  
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and organisational goals. In addition, the influence of power and status on work 

relationships is well established. The literature in relation to leader-member 

exchange (Fairhurst, 2000) and upward influence (Maslyn et al., 1996) suggests 

that maintaining this type of relationship is one of the most important for 

employees in contemporary organisations.  

The perceptions held by others were also a significant contributor to the 

difficulty of interpersonal exchanges.  Importantly, the significance of face-saving 

at work is not only related to preventing awkwardness or embarrassment, as is the 

case in personal encounters (Brown & Levinson, 1987).  Face-saving at work is 

also closely related to reducing the likelihood of being perceived negatively by 

fellow workers and superiors.  This finding emerged in terms of particular types of 

difficult situations (e.g., communicating when you are emotionally vulnerable; 

facing a colleague after reporting them to a manager), as well as issues ‘at stake’ 

identified in Study 3 (i.e., the Protecting Self and Reputation component).  

Managing others’ perceptions is therefore a critical interpersonal skill that will 

increase the likelihood of positive outcomes for the individual, such as, acceptance 

by work colleagues, positive relationships with superiors, and consequently, 

increased potential for promotion or access to organisational resources.  

It is interesting to note that the obligation to maintain the relationship with 

the other person is related to face-saving, and this is consistent with the original 

theory that proposed that face-saving threats are related to both the speaker and the 

hearer (Brown & Levinson, 1987).  In the original  
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conceptualisation of ‘facework’, Brown and Levinson (1987) argued that the social 

actor weighs up the relative importance of three objectives in choosing a strategy:  

(a) the desire to do the face-threatening act, (b) the desire to communicate 

efficiently, and (c) the desire to satisfy some of the hearer’s face wants.  As has 

been discussed in relation to maintaining the relationship, the concern for the other 

person and their emotions in a situation, takes on greater significance in 

organisational settings.  That is, face-saving is important not only for perceptions 

of self, but also for perceptions of the other person.  Placing another person in a 

face-threatening encounter at work has the potential to damage the relationship 

with that person, and unlike many other social interactions, this may have 

important consequences depending on who the other person is. In addition, the 

potential to lose face will also depend on the role-relationship.  For example, 

giving advice has less potential for damage if it involves a superior and a 

subordinate than if it involves two colleagues (Wood & Kroger, 1994).  It is in a 

subordinate’s best interests to be concerned about face-saving in relation to a 

superior, if the difficult communication encounter is face-threatening.  In this 

situation, the subordinate must be concerned about the way that he or she is 

perceived by others, as well as how their superior is perceived, because it could 

alter the relationship with that superior. 

The emotional arousal elicited by the encounter also contributes to the 

difficulty of the situation.  This was suggested by the findings of the initial study 

that revealed that, where participants perceived situations were difficult, they also 

perceived them as emotionally arousing and expressed a need to learn better  
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ways of managing them.  In addition, the issues at stake identified by participants 

in Study 3 included concerns about losing control of emotions, as well as 

preventing oneself, and others, from being hurt emotionally.   

In summary, this research has identified the types of situations that many 

people experience as ‘difficult’, and indicated why these encounters are considered 

demanding. A new way of thinking about problematic communication has been 

proposed that places the source of the ‘difficulty’ of certain encounters with the 

situational context.  Previous conceptualisations have focused on people who are 

‘difficult to deal with’.  Although it is not disputed that some people are more 

difficult to interact with than others, due to their personality characteristics or 

communication style, an understanding of the characteristics of the other person in 

the interaction does not fully explain what factors influence an optimal response 

choice.  The current investigation paves the way for new research into this 

neglected area of interpersonal communication, that of difficult situations, and 

contributes to the theoretical conceptualisation of problematic communication. 

Appraisal and Response Strategies 

The progress of cognitive appraisal research has been hindered by the  

lack of consensus on some basic definitional and conceptual matters, particularly in 

relation to appraisal measures (Monroe & Kelley, 1995). Developers of  

current measures of appraisal (Ferguson et al., 1999; Peacock & Wong, 1990) have 

predetermined the appraisal dimensions prior to data collection, and have selected 

dimensions that diverge from the original theory postulated by Folkman,  
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Lazarus, and colleagues (1980; 1986).  For example, many researchers have 

confused secondary appraisal with coping, whereas in the theoretical model these 

are distinct constructs.  As a result, secondary appraisal is rarely operationalised in 

terms of the two dimensions of perceived control and self-efficacy described by 

Folkman and Lazarus.  Similarly, measures of primary appraisal tend to focus on 

‘how much is at stake’ rather than ‘what is at stake’.  The theoretical perspective of 

Folkman and Lazarus is that what is at stake, or has the potential to be threatened, 

harmed or challenged, varies according to the particular stressful event.   In other 

words, it is the personal significance of a stressful situation that shapes the person’s 

response.  The findings of the current research provide some support for this view.  

Although there were some ‘core’ primary appraisal dimensions that were found in 

this and in previous research, such as threats to self-esteem, and threats to 

reputation or credibility, most of the issues at stake were derived from the 

particular context under examination.  That is, the issues at stake that emerged in 

Study 3 were found consistently across eight situations, but what was inferred from 

the data is that their salience varied as they were combined with other stakes in 

situationally-specific ways.  For example, in the context of ‘interacting with 

intimidating people’ a concern for one’s reputation was described as a concern to 

make a good impression, whereas in the situation ‘responding when you are 

emotionally vulnerable’, it was described in terms of professional credibility.    

The ‘stakes’ in a situation are essentially what Lazarus (1991) described  

as the motivational relevance of an encounter, and primary appraisal is, by  
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definition, a personal construct.  In the current research, two components emerged 

from principal components analysis of the issues at stake in Study 5.  These were a 

concern with effective responding and not making matters worse, and protecting 

oneself and one’s reputation.  These two components represent the key issues at 

stake identified by participants in this research appraising difficult communication 

encounters in the workplace. 

The two-component view has important theoretical implications for how 

primary appraisal is conceptualised and measured. First, it suggests that it may not 

be valid to measure primary appraisal as a global construct.  This finding may also 

explain why previous research has identified a variety of issues at stake, depending 

on the type of stressful situations under scrutiny (Dewe, 1992a, 1992b, 1993; 

Folkman et al., 1986).  Rather than identifying the appraisal dimensions to be 

studied prior to data collection, a more valid result may be obtained by, first, 

deriving empirically the issues at stake with reference to the specific situational 

context, and second, by gathering data about how important each of the issues are.  

That is, measures of primary appraisal should ask first, ‘what is at stake’, and then, 

‘how important is the issue at stake’ with reference to the particular research 

context. The second question of ‘how important’ is worth asking, because although 

it may be assumed that all the issues at stake that were identified in the first step 

are important, the salience of each of the issues varies according to the particular 

situation or event. Although the issues at stake have already been assessed as 

relevant to the person’s well-being or they would  
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not have been reported as ‘stakes’ (Lazarus & Smith, 1988), the importance of 

them varies from context to context.   

This notion fits with current criticism of stress and coping research.  

Somerfield and McCrae (2000) recently described coping research as a field in 

crisis.  Despite the large number of studies of coping, we have learned a lot about 

situational and personal correlates of coping, but very little about how coping 

processes operate.  This has led some researchers (Tennen, Affleck, Armeli, & 

Carney, 2000) to prefer within-person, process-oriented research designs.  

Somerfield and McCrae (2000) proposed that researchers must focus on responses 

specific to each stressful context, and employ instruments specifically developed 

and validated for use in particular contexts rather than ‘omnibus self-report 

questionnaires’.   

With reference to secondary appraisal, the current research found that 

situational control beliefs and self-efficacy represent a useful way of 

conceptualising this type of appraisal, a finding closely aligned with the original 

theoretical approach of Folkman and Lazarus (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980; Folkman 

et al. 1986; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).  Viewing secondary appraisal in this way 

reinforces the conceptual distinction between how well a person believes they are 

able to cope, on the one hand, and coping strategies, on the other. 

Perceived controllability has been found to have a significant influence on 

coping and situational outcomes in previous research, and in the context of the 

current research, on response strategies and outcome.  However, the  
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influence of appraisals of situational control in the stress process and in 

interpersonal communication transactions is not yet fully understood.  Believing 

that an event is controllable does not always lead to a reduction in stress or a 

positive outcome. Similarly, an appraisal of the situation as uncontrollable does not 

always lead to an increase in stress or a negative outcome. This led Folkman 

(1984) to argue that perceptions of control, whether shaped by generalised beliefs 

of personal control or by perceptions of situational control, should be examined in 

the context of specific stressful encounters.  It is only within these encounters that 

researchers can determine the significance of control in relation to what is at stake 

for the individual in the encounter.  

Consider, for example, the results in the current research that  

participants appraised the situation of attempting to resolve a conflict as one in 

which they had greater situational control, compared with the situation of 

responding to anger or aggression, or to unfair criticism. When responding to 

unfair criticism or attempting to resolve a conflict, participants appraised that they 

had greater control over the outcome when the other person in the situation  

was a colleague compared to a superior, and similarly had more control when 

responding to an angry customer, compared to an angry superior.  Although 

perceived control over the outcome of the situation is a significant predictor of the 

choice of response strategies, and of a positive outcome in all four difficult 

situations, this research has demonstrated that other variables such as situational 

features, together with the appraisal dimensions of self-efficacy, stressfulness,  
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and primary appraisal also have an influence in the situation, and that this influence 

varies across situations.  

Previous research and theory have pointed to a link between secondary 

appraisal and the use of either problem-focused or emotion-focused coping 

(Folkman et al., 1986; Folkman & Lazarus, 1991). There was some support for this 

link in the current research.  In Study 5, when participants perceived that  

they had greater situational control, they reported the use of strategies to  

compete and to defend themselves (which could be viewed as problem-focused), and 

similarly tended not to use appeasing and avoidance strategies (typically considered 

emotion-focused). However, the distinction between problem-focused  

and emotion-focused strategies is not clear.  Given the importance of maintaining 

the relationship with the other person, it could be argued that appeasing and 

avoidance strategies are problem-focused strategies, and similarly, competing and 

defending oneself could operate as an emotion-management strategy by diverting 

attention away from feelings of  vulnerability. As Folkman (1984) noted, the 

importance of having at least some control over one’s emotions when trying to 

manage or alter a troubling situation is perhaps one reason that problem-focused 

coping is often accompanied by emotion-focused coping in most stressful 

encounters.  

It is interesting to note that perceptions of situational control are not the 

only form of control that can have an impact on coping.  In a study of the coping 

strategies individuals used in response to stress during an organisational transition, 

Ashford (1988) found that perceptions of personal control, tolerance  
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for ambiguity, and sharing worries or concerns were the most effective buffering 

responses.  These coping mechanisms not only positively influenced the immediate 

effects of the stressors, but were also associated with reduced stress six months 

following the transition. This suggests that, although employees may appraise this 

stressor and feel that they have little or no situational control, perceptions of 

personal control (i.e., generalised control beliefs) nevertheless reduced the 

experience of stress. This reinforces Folkman’s (1984) argument that perceptions 

of control, whether shaped by generalised beliefs or perceptions of situational 

control, should be examined in the context of specific stressful encounters.  The 

findings in this research in relation to secondary appraisal as measured by 

situational control beliefs and self-efficacy are theoretically important constructs 

for explorations of interpersonal communication in work settings generally, and 

difficult communication encounters in particular. 

In addition to investigating appraisal measures, a further contribution of this 

research is the identification of strategies for responding to difficult communication 

situations.  Study 4 of the research program synthesised a broad range of response 

strategies from the cognitive appraisal, conflict management, and communication 

literatures.  Eight types of response strategies in response to generally difficult 

communication situations were identified in Study 4, and then subsequently refined 

to four broad categories in Study 5 when tested in the context of the four difficult 

situations examined in that study.  The eight types of response strategies were ‘avoid 

conflict and prevent withdrawal’, ‘avoidance’, ‘compromise and collaborate’, 

‘acceptance and positive reappraisal’, ‘avoid and  
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accommodate’, ‘self-expression and defence’, ‘compete’ and ‘proactive strategies’.  

In the context of four difficult communication situations, these eight response 

strategies were consolidated into four broad categories of response strategy.  These 

were ‘competing and defending oneself’, ‘appeasing the other person’, ‘positive 

reappraisal and acceptance of the situation’, and ‘avoidance’.  This taxonomy 

provides an original contribution to the theoretical literature in the fields of 

communication and social psychology.  It is important to note that these response 

strategies represent a general ‘stance’ that a person may take when faced with a 

difficult communication encounter, but the particular behaviours employed depend 

on the specific situational context. 

The four types of difficult situation examined in Study 5 involved defence of 

oneself (responding to anger or aggression, and unfair criticism), or initiating  

a conflictual or negative encounter (expressing dissatisfaction to a manager, or 

resolving a conflict).  The four broad types of response strategy that emerged from 

the principal components analyses are those that are most relevant for managing 

these types of situations.  However, if a different set of difficult situations were 

examined, different response strategies may be salient, and this would be worthy of 

further investigation.  

The Application of Transactional Theory to Difficult Communication Situations:  

Relationships Between Appraisal, Response Strategies, and Outcome 

The most important contribution of the current research is the application of 

cognitive appraisal theory to a previously untested area, that of difficult 

communication encounters.  The nature of difficult situations and their  
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underlying dimensional structure, together with the identification of issues at  

stake that relate to the type of difficult situation, make clear the importance of 

considering the situational context in interpersonal communication.  The current 

research has also demonstrated that as the appraisal of the context varies, so too does 

the choice of response strategy.  This lends support to the transactional model 

postulated by Folkman and Lazarus (1991).  The transactional perspective extends 

our understanding of the interpersonal communication process in its recognition of 

the dynamic relationship between the person and the environment.   

In applying the appraisal model to the context of difficult interpersonal 

encounters at work, two theoretical considerations emerged from the analysis. First, 

the application of cognitive appraisal theory to this domain has drawn together 

concepts from the social-cognitive and communication literatures.  Bringing these 

theoretical concepts together provides an alternative lens through which to view the 

process of interpersonal communication.  As the findings of Study 5 indicated, 

appraisal contributes significantly to response strategy choice and contributes 

predictive power to the outcome of the situation over and above that offered by 

response strategies alone. In addition, this research demonstrated that appraisal of 

the situation differs across situations and according to the status of the other person 

in the encounter.   

This leads to the second theoretical implication to emerge from this research, 

that of the relationship between appraisal, response strategies, and outcome of the 

situation. The findings of Study 5 suggest that the relationship between appraisal and 

the outcome of the situation is not mediated by response  
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strategies, with the possible exception of responding to unfair criticism.  In the case 

of unfair criticism, both appraisal and response strategy predicted a positive 

outcome to the situation, particularly when individuals perceive that they have 

control over the outcome, and they are able to enact a combination of response 

strategies to defend themselves, and appease the person who has offered the unfair 

criticism.  Both appraisal and response strategies have a strong influence on a 

positive outcome, suggesting that it is the skillful enactment of the somewhat 

contradictory strategies of competing and defending, together with appeasing, that 

are important in this situation. 

Issues of causality have plagued cognitive appraisal theorists, and the 

transactional approach is particularly controversial because Folkman and Lazarus 

(1991) have suggested that there is a bi-directional relationship between the person 

and the environment.  In their view, the person and the environment influence each 

other, and the transaction, or relationship between the variables, is constantly 

changing as a result of the individual’s attempts to adapt to the environment.  With 

this in mind, it becomes difficult to determine the causal  

role of appraisal and response strategies.  Folkman and Lazarus have suggested that 

coping and emotion mediate the relationship between appraisal of a stressor and 

outcome, even though, in previous research, the outcome has been operationalised 

in a variety of ways.   

The mediation model was tested in Study 5. However, response strategies 

(the conceptual equivalent of coping in the Folkman and Lazarus model) did not 

mediate the relationship between appraisal and outcome.  It may be argued that  
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these findings indicate that the theoretical model does not transfer well to the 

domain of interpersonal communication.  Against this, however, it must be  

noted that a strong relationship between appraisal and outcome was found in this 

research.  Rather, what the absence of mediation suggests is that response 

strategies do not necessarily operate in the same way that coping does in Folkman 

and Lazarus’ model, and further investigation into the nature of this relationship is 

required. The extent to which the meaning individuals attribute to events through 

appraisal intervenes between the situational context and the effects on the 

individual and the outcome of the situation is worthy of further research.    

 

Considerations for Future Research 

One of the most significant limitations of applied research in the field of 

cognitive appraisal theory is the reliance upon self-report measures for gathering 

data. In the current research, the data were self-report and therefore potentially 

influenced by participants’ selection of what situations to report, their memory of 

the encounter, and their retrospective interpretation of the situation.  Although the 

nature of appraisal does not permit alternatives to gathering data in ways other than 

self-report, some researchers are attempting to overcome certain methodological 

limitations through the use of prospective designs (e.g., Valentiner et al., 1994) or 

gathering data at daily intervals (e.g., Schwartz & Stone, 1993). However, there 

remains the difficulty of delineating antecedent variables from the content of the 

experience, reappraisal, and selective re-interpretation, in self-report data derived 

after the event.  This remains a limitation to the generalisability of the results from 

the current research  



 246

program.  

The response strategies instrument developed in Study 4 and tested in Study 

5 drew on information from the conflict management, communication, social rules, 

and dialectic literatures.  Further validation of this instrument, by comparing these 

strategies to other, empirically-derived response strategies, would strengthen this 

instrument for future research.  The response strategies  

used in this research were derived from a range of sources in the literature,  

however, it may be worthwhile to compare these to strategies generated by  

participants in difficult communication interactions themselves.  For example,  

the approach adopted by Waldron (1991), in his study of relationship  

maintenance tactics, was to use an inductive technique to generate a comprehensive 

list of tactics used by subordinates to maintain relationships with their superiors.  

Using written descriptions of tactics gathered from surveys and  

focus group discussions, over 100 tactics were generated and were reduced by  

eliminating redundant data to 51 relationship maintenance tactics. In the current  

study, response strategies were derived from the literature and were rated according 

to their general effectiveness in dealing with difficult situations.   

Development of an instrument based on empirically-gathered data would validate  

and refine the present instrument.   

Power and status had an impact on the types of difficult situations identified 

in Study 1, where 10 situations were identified uniquely by superiors.   
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These 10 situations were not investigated further in the current study, but provide a 

starting point for further exploration.  Identifying the dimensional structure of these 

situations, and comparing this structure to the findings in relation to the other 31 

difficult situations reported in this thesis, would be a worthwhile contribution to the 

field. In addition, appraisal of the situation varied according to the power or status 

of the other person in the encounter. What may be of interest is the extent to which 

appraisal of the situation changes according to level in the organisational hierarchy.  

For example, are the issues at stake and appraisals of self-efficacy and situational 

control different for middle managers compared with more experienced senior 

management?  If people at different levels within the organisation identify different 

types of difficult situation (as found in Study 1), does the salience of issues at stake 

also vary according to the amount of formal power the person has within the 

organisation?  Similarly, does greater formal power equate to appraisals of greater 

controllability, or of self-efficacy?  In addition, it may be of interest to explore the 

extent to which experience in the organisation influences these appraisals. 

Further work in relation to the dimensional structure of difficult situations 

would be a valuable contribution to our understanding of the appraisal process. 

What is the significance of these dimensions for appraisal?  In particular, an 

investigation of the relationship between the dimensional structure identified in 

Study 2 (i.e., protection/approach, vulnerability, self-management, and 

involvement/engagement) and the issues at stake identified in Study 3 may assist in 

identifying the salient contextual features that influence appraisal.  Are  
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these dimensions additional appraisal filters that people use to help them choose 

how they respond? What kind of appraisal is triggered by these dimensions, and 

what is the process by which this occurs? 

A variable that was not investigated in the current research is the impact of 

gender on appraisal. Gender differences have been found in relation to the social 

rules guiding effective and appropriate interpersonal behaviour (Wilson & Gallois, 

1993). Although examination of these differences was beyond the scope of the 

current research program, they warrant further exploration of appraisal and 

consequently, response strategies, and outcome.   

The concept of emotional self-management has been taken up in the 

organisational research and theoretical literature where researchers have recently 

turned their attention to an exploration of emotional control and expression in  

the workplace (Arvey et al., 1998; Fiebig & Kramer, 1998; Fineman, 1993; Rafaeli 

& Sutton, 1989; Van Maanen & Kunda, 1989; Waldron & Krone,  

1991), particularly as it relates to work stress, job satisfaction, psychological 

distress, and ongoing work relationships.  Researchers are particularly interested in 

the concept of ‘emotional labour’ and its impact on employees’ well-being.  

Emotional labour is described as the performance of various forms of emotional 

work (e.g., being required to feel, or project the appearance of feeling, certain 

emotions) as they engage in job-related interactions (Kruml & Geddes, 2000).  

Emotional labour may include for example, a service officer displaying calm 

concern to a customer who blames them for a lost order; a collection agent 

displaying a tough, threatening approach.   
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Pugliesi (1999) found that self-focused and other-focused emotional labour 

increases perceptions of job stress, decreases satisfaction, and increases 

psychological distress.  In addition, the management of emotional expression in the 

workplace is an important communication goal.  It has been suggested that 

problem-focused coping is more likely to be found in work settings, compared with 

emotion-focused coping. Recent work in relation to emotional labour suggests that 

emotion-focused coping is perhaps the more crucial interpersonal skill. In work 

settings, there is a more stringent expectation that employees manage the 

experience and expression of emotion, compared with other contexts.  

This focus on the relationship between emotion and cognition and their 

impact on behaviour is likely to continue to have a significant impact on the way 

we conceptualise communication competence at work.  The work of Forgas 

(1995) is of interest here, as his research seeks to explain cognitive-affective 

processes and the importance of the social context.  Interestingly, this takes us 

back to the origins of cognitive appraisal theory; that is, to explain how emotions 

are elicited. 

Cognitive appraisal theory has been criticised because it is not clear where 

appraisal stops and other types of cognitive activity begin.  Perhaps one of the 

most promising areas of research is the influence of dispositional factors on 

appraisal, coping, and outcome.  For example, Perrewé and Zellars’ (1999) 

discussed the process by which an employee’s attributions regarding stressors and 

the resulting emotions significantly influence the choice of coping  
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mechanisms.  Their work sought to extend the transactional theory by considering 

the role of causal attributions in the appraisal process. In their view, employees 

experiencing anxiety or felt stress in their jobs engage in a causal search that 

attempts to determine if the stress is arising from internal or external sources 

(Perrewé & Zellars, 1999).  Causality and controllability have been found to have 

the highest priority in attributional search.  Perrewé and Zellars (1999) distinguish 

the concept of controllability, which is analogous to perceptions of situational 

control (Folkman, 1984), from causality, which is the attribution of who or what is 

responsible.  Individuals engage in a causal search to regain control of their 

environment. This is an interesting extension of the transactional theory, and 

relates directly to Lazarus’ (Lazarus & Smith, 1988) earlier concept of 

responsibility or, in other words, assigning blame or credit.  Further research in the 

context of interpersonal communication that integrates the notion of causal 

attribution with the secondary appraisal constructs of self-efficacy and perceived 

situational control (Litt, 1988) would enhance our understanding of the appraisal 

process in this context.  

The examination of other disposition variables and their influence on 

appraisal and coping has included self-perceived problem solving abilities (McNair 

& Elliott, 1992), optimism and pessimism (Scheier, Weintraub, & Carver, 1986), 

and sociotropy (Connor-Smith & Compas, 2002).  Some researchers have proposed 

that an integrated model of stress appraisal and coping that accords personality 

traits appropriate consideration is important (Shewchuk, Elliott, McNair-Semands, 

& Harkins, 1999).  In the context of  
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interpersonal communication research generally, and difficult situations in 

particular, this area of research may add to our understanding of why people 

appraise situations in the way they do and how they make choices from the array of 

responses available to them. 

 

Practical Implications 

The findings of the present research program have three implications for 

practice.  First, the identification of difficult situations is relevant to 

communication trainers and educators, because it provides a focus for the content 

of training programs.  The types of encounters that people find most difficult to 

manage have been empirically identified, and this provides valuable information 

for the design of training.  Second, this research has revealed the significance of 

assessing what is at stake and other appraisal dimensions, such as how much 

control the person has, and how effective they perceive they will be in the 

situation.  Tools for assessing and analysing these aspects of a situation can now be 

developed for practical application.  Third, the array of response strategies people 

have available to them, together with an understanding of what is likely to be the 

most effective response in a situation is valuable information for employees who 

are unsure of how to respond.  An understanding of the importance of maintaining 

the relationship with the other person at all costs and managing emotional 

expression in the encounter are both critical communication goals, and are essential 

for competent communication.   
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The ‘goodness of fit’ hypothesis (Conway & Terry, 1992; Forsythe & 

Compas, 1987) suggests that effective adaptation to stressful events depends on the 

fit between the appraisal of the stressor and the coping response selected to manage 

it.  This has been a central focus of the current research.  That is, to  

what extent does an employee’s appraisal of a difficult situational encounter  

predict their choice of response strategy, and subsequently, a positive outcome.   

 Although cognitive appraisal theorists have suggested that our emotions 

and behavioural responses may be regulated and controlled to the extent that our 

appraisal of the event may be altered, there is a lack of theoretical agreement 

regarding the extent to which appraisal processes are automatic and unconscious 

(Smith & Kirby, 2001).  Despite the theoretical debate, people do have a 

capacity for understanding their cognitive and affective processes, albeit, after 

the event.  This suggests that, given appropriate tools for analysing interpersonal 

encounters, people have an ability to increase their awareness of important 

appraisal dimensions and prepare for interpersonal encounters that they 

anticipate will be difficult.  For example, preparation for an encounter that 

involves resolving conflict may involve analysing what is at stake, how 

important the issues at stake are, how much control each party has in the 

situation, and the extent to which people feel they are able to behave in an 

interpersonally effective way.  This assumes that people have had some 

advanced warning of difficult interpersonal encounters, but this is not always the 

case.  Often, people are surprised by an angry or aggressive outburst, or  

criticism from another person.  However, an understanding of the appraisal  
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process may contribute to reappraisal of the encounter after the event and, 

consequently, this may assist in managing the emotional response and experience 

of stress following the encounter.  In addition, this understanding may enhance  

the individual’s meta-cognitive abilities, and interpersonal effectiveness for 

managing similar future events. 

In a recent review of interpersonal communication research, Roloff and 

Anastasiou (2001) discuss the need for communication researchers to continue to 

investigate how ordinary individuals communicate so as to make sense of their 

everyday existence.  This suggests that interpersonal communication researchers 

should study everyday practices to determine the extent to which models, 

theories, and methods map onto the experiences of individuals.   In addition,  

they argue that researchers should expand the contextual boundaries beyond the 

relatively narrow focus of close relationships, to examine the interfaces between 

different parts of individuals’ lives.  

Interpersonal communication in work settings provides fertile ground for 

future research, and offers the opportunity to draw together multiple disciplines.   

The research reported has brought together the previously disparate literatures of 

communication, social psychology, and organisational psychology, in seeking 

answers to the question, why do people make the response choices they do?  

More broadly, the influence of appraisal processes on strategic choices has 

contributed to our understanding of why people do not manage difficult 

situations effectively, despite the fact that they are equipped with adequate 

knowledge and skill, as well as motivation to perform competently.  Identifying  
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the factors that influence employee’s management of difficult situations is 

important for increasing interpersonal effectiveness in work settings, and 

organisational effectiveness. 
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Appendix A 
 

Interview Protocol 
 
 
A.  Introduction and explanation of the interview process 
 
 
B.  Completion of demographic information 
 
 
C. Questions 
 
1.   Can we begin with you telling me about your work here at… (organisation name) 
 
 
2.   There must be several people that you interact with on a regular basis (ie.day to day, or 

each week).  I am interested in investigating what face-to-face communication 
situations you find the most difficult to manage.  Can you provide an example of a 
face-to-face communication situation you have experienced recently at work, that you 
found difficult or stressful in some way? 

 
 
3. What is it that you find difficult in managing this situation? 
 
 
4. What are the biggest challenges for you in effectively managing the situation? 
 
 
5. In thinking about how you should deal with this situation, what are the choices or 

dilemmas that you face?  What are you balancing/trading-off/ juggling?  What is it a 
'toss-up' between? 

 
 

How did you arrive at that choice?  What was going on that you decided that was the 
best choice to make? 

 
 
6. What do you feel you have no choice about, in this type of situation? 
 
 
7. Can you give another situation which is different in some way to that situation? 
 
 
D. Conclusion 
Thank interviewee and explain how the information they have provided will be used.  Re-state 
the information will be treated confidentially.  Provided contact details for any further 
questions. 
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Interviewee Demographic Information 

 
(To be completed by interviewer) 

 
 
Interviewee's name: 
 
Gender:   Male    Female 
 
 
Age range: 
 
 
Current Position: 
 
 
Name of Organisation: 
 
 
 
Type of Organisation: (public/private sector, type of industry etc) 
 
 
 
 
How many years in the workforce?  Full-time    Part-time 
 
 
 
 
 
How long have you been supervising others? 
 
 
 
 
How many people do you supervise? 
 
 
Comments 
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Appendix B 
 

Interests of Assertiveness Trainees Identified by Cooley (1979) 
 
1. Being assertive in the face of another's aggression or personal attack. 
2. Expressing feelings of hurt, anger and disappointment to people who are 

close to you. 
3. Asserting your opinion in a group. 
4. Asking for help or making requests of others. 
5. Being assertive with high status professionals who are very busy and/or 

condescending. 
6. Being assertive with repair people who overcharge, do not repair properly, 

or fail to show up on time. 
7. Talking positively about your accomplishments. 
8. Being assertive with people who attempt to force their views and values on 

you. 
9. Starting or participating in social conversations. 
10. Expressing feelings of love, affection and tenderness. 
11. Being assertive with supervisors/superiors at work. 
12. Being assertive with friends or colleagues who make sexist, racist or 

condescending remarks. 
13. Being assertive with people who demand personal favours. 
14. Being assertive in job interviews. 
15. Negotiating salary increases, changes in job title, or function. 
16. Being assertive with friends or family who shift all the responsibility to 

you. 
17. Accepting compliments. 
18. Giving supervisory criticism to people at work. 
19. Being assertive and getting the service you deserve in stores and 

restaurants. 
20. Being assertive with people who request that you spend more time with 

them or whose requests are excessive. 
21. Being assertive with high pressure sales personnel. 
22. Being assertive and asking for greater sexual intimacy. 
23. Being assertive with people who ask for your help or assistance. 
24. Being assertive with people who asks for greater sexual intimacy than 

you'd like. 
25. Giving compliments. 
26. Being assertive with people who request that you donate time or money to 

a worthy cause. 



 271

 
Situations Used by Smith-Jentsch et al. (1979) 

 
1. Providing performance feedback to a team member. 
2. Addressing perceived ambiguities and potential problems. 
3. Offering backup or assistance to a team member when needed. 
4. Stating and maintaining opinions. 
5. Offering potential solutions to a team member. 
6. Requesting assistance from a team member. 
7. Initiating action. 
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Appendix C 
 

C.1  Paired Similarity Questionnaire (Study 2) 
 
 

COMMUNICATION IN THE WORKPLACE 
 
 
 
This survey is part of a research program investigating communication in the 
workplace. In a recent study, interviews were conducted to investigate the kinds of 
face-to-face communication situations which many people find difficult to manage 
effectively. In this questionnaire, we are interested in investigating further these 
situations, and how you perceive them.   
 
 
There are two parts to the questionnaire.  In Part A, we ask you to rate pairs of 
situations with reference to how similar you think they are to each other.  In Part B, 
we ask you to rate each situation according to how often you encounter this type of 
situation, and how difficult it is to manage. 
 
 
Completion of this questionnaire is voluntary, and you may withdraw at any time.  All 
completed questionnaires will remain strictly CONFIDENTIAL  and  
ANONYMOUS.  Please do not write your name on the questionnaire.  This research 
is being conducted by Leanne Whicker and supervised by Dr Keithia Wilson.  The 
results of this research will be available to all participants upon request, so please let 
us know if you would like further information.  If you have any questions regarding 
this questionnaire, please contact Leanne Whicker on  
(07) 3878 6630. 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for your participation. 
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PART A: In this part of the questionnaire we are interested in assessing how similar or 
different you perceive these situations are. 
 
We will select a pair of situations and ask you to indicate on a scale ranging from 1 to 9, just how 
similar you think the situations are to each other.  
 
Therefore, if you think the two situations are VERY SIMILAR in meaning you should circle 
either 1, 2 or 3.  
 
Or if you think they are more or less AVERAGE in similarity you should circle 4, 5 or 6.  You 
should circle 7, 8 or 9 if you think the two situations are VERY DISSIMILAR or different in some 
way. 
 
For example, we may select the two situations and ask you to indicate how similar or different 
they are on the following scale: 
 

Example pair of situations: VERY SIMILAR AVERAGE VERY 
DISSIMILAR 

Asking for help or making 
requests of others. 

Responding to fair personal 
criticism or feedback 

  1         2        3  4      5        6   7    8       9 

 
  
If you think they are VERY SIMILAR, or among the most similar in the list then you should  
circle 1, 2 or 3.   
 
However if you think they are about average in similarity, then you should circle 4, 5 or 6. 
 
Finally, if you think they are VERY DISSIMILAR or amongst the most different in the list, then 
you should circle 7, 8 or 9. 
 
It is important that you be aware that there are no right or wrong answers. This is not an exam to 
see how much you know.  Please don't rate the situations as you think you should, but how you 
perceive them. 
 
Important:  If you find yourself becoming tired or bored when rating the situations then take 
a break and come back to the task when you feel refreshed.  This will make the task more 
enjoyable for you and help us have better quality data with which to work. 
 
 
On the following page is a list of communication situations which people have indicated they have 
found difficult to manage.  Please take a few minutes to read over this list and get an idea of the 
variety of situations we will be asking you to rate. 
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Here is a list of situations that were identified.  These will be the situations we will be asking 
you to compare.  Please take a few minutes to look over this list and get an idea of the variety of 
situations and then start Part A of the questionnaire package. 
 

 Expressing a difference of opinion or disagreeing with someone. 
 Responding to someone who is angry, aggressive or verbally abusive. 
 Responding to someone who is feeling emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 
 Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a group or meeting. 
 Asking for help or making requests of others. 
 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your assistance with a work task. 
 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a personal favour. 
 Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual advances. 
 Responding to comments which you find offensive or socially inappropriate. 
 Interacting with people who are sure they are right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 
 Apologising to someone for an error you have made or for hurting/offending them. 
 Trying to resolve a conflict or a misunderstanding with another person in an ongoing work 
relationship. 
 Mediating conflicts or disagreements between others at work. 
 Responding to fair personal criticism or feedback. 
 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. 
 Communicating when you are feeling angry or resentful with the other person. 
 Communicating when you are feeling emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed yourself. 
 Interacting with people whom you perceive as 'high powered' or intimidating. 
 Interacting with people who you think are being manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 
 Interacting with someone who you feel has let you down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 
 Trying to influence people to see your point of view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 
 Responding to snide or indirect comments or subtle passing remarks. 
 Responding to someone who complains about or criticises another worker to you. 
 Giving feedback to someone on their work, or work directions to someone who is your  
colleague/equal. 
 Receiving feedback on your work, or receiving work directions/instructions from someone 
who is your colleague/equal. 
 Facing a colleague after you have reported their inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 
 Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 
decision that they have made. 
 Telling your manager that work demands or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 
 Telling your manager that you don't know how to perform a task, or that you have made a 
mistake. 
 Responding to negative feedback or a reprimand from your manager. 
 Trying to resolve competing work demands from two managers.



Paired Similarity Questionnaire - Version 1 
 

V1 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 
SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 

Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

1 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

2 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

3 Responding to unwelcome personal or 
sexual advances. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

4 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

5 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

6 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Telling your manager that work demands or 
working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

7 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

8 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

9 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Responding to someone who complains about 
or criticises another worker to you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

10 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

11 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is 
your colleague/equal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

12 Responding to unwelcome personal or 
sexual advances. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

13 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

14 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

15 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

16 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

17 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

18 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

19 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have made 
a mistake. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

20 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have made 
a mistake. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

21 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Telling your manager that work demands or 
working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

22 Communicating when you are feeling 
angry or resentful with the other person. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

23 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

24 Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

25 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Telling your manager that work demands or 
working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

26 Asking for help or making requests of 
others. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

27 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied 
with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 
decision that they have made. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

28 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

29 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

30 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Facing a colleague after you have reported 
their inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

31 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

32 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Facing a colleague after you have reported 
their inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

33 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Facing a colleague after you have reported 
their inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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34 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Facing a colleague after you have reported 
their inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

35 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

36 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Facing a colleague after you have reported 
their inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

37 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions from 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

38 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied 
with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 
decision that they have made. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

39 Interacting with people whom you 
perceive as 'high powered' or 
intimidating. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

40 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions from 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

41 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions from 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

42 Responding to unwelcome personal or 
sexual advances. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

43 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions from 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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44 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions from 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

45 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions from 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

46 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is 
your colleague/equal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

47 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied 
with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 
decision that they have made. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

48 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

49 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is 
your colleague/equal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

50 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is 
your colleague/equal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

51 Responding to someone who complains 
about or criticises another worker to you. 

Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

52 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Responding to someone who complains about 
or criticises another worker to you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

53 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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54 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Responding to someone who complains about 
or criticises another worker to you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

55 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

56 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Responding to someone who complains about 
or criticises another worker to you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

57 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Responding to someone who complains about 
or criticises another worker to you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

58 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied 
with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 
decision that they have made. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

59 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is 
your colleague/equal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

60 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is 
your colleague/equal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

61 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is 
your colleague/equal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

62 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Responding to someone who complains about 
or criticises another worker to you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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63 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Responding to someone who complains about 
or criticises another worker to you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

64 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Responding to snide or indirect comments or 
subtle passing remarks. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

65 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Responding to snide or indirect comments or 
subtle passing remarks. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

66 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

67 Speaking up or expressing your opinion 
in a group or meeting. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

68 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Responding to snide or indirect comments or 
subtle passing remarks. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

69 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

70 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

71 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

72 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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73 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Interacting with someone who you feel has let 
you down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

74 Asking for help or making requests of 
others. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

75 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Interacting with someone who you feel has let 
you down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

76 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Interacting with someone who you feel has let 
you down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

77 Interacting with people whom you 
perceive as 'high powered' or 
intimidating. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

78 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

79 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Interacting with someone who you feel has let 
you down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

80 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Interacting with someone who you feel has let 
you down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

81 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Interacting with someone who you feel has let 
you down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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82 Asking for help or making requests of 
others. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

83 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

84 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

85 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

86 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

87 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

88 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

89 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

90 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

91 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

92 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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93 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Responding to snide or indirect comments or 
subtle passing remarks. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

94 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

95 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

96 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

97 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

98 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

99 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

100 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

101 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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102 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

103 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

104 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

105 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

106 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

107 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Responding to snide or indirect comments or 
subtle passing remarks. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

108 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

109 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Communicating when you are feeling angry or 
resentful with the other person. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

110 Responding to unwelcome personal or 
sexual advances. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

111 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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112 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Communicating when you are feeling angry or 
resentful with the other person. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

113 Communicating when you are feeling 
angry or resentful with the other person. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

114 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Apologising to someone for an error you have 
made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

115 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Communicating when you are feeling angry or 
resentful with the other person. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

116 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Communicating when you are feeling angry or 
resentful with the other person. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

117 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

118 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

119 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

120 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

121 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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122 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

123 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

124 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

125 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

126 Asking for help or making requests of 
others. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

127 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

128 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Communicating when you are feeling angry or 
resentful with the other person. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

129 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

130 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

131 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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132 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

133 Speaking up or expressing your opinion 
in a group or meeting. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

134 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

135 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

136 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

137 Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

138 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

139 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

140 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

141 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

142 Speaking up or expressing your opinion 
in a group or meeting. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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143 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

144 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

145 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

146 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

147 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

148 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

149 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

150 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

151 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

152 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

153 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

154 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Apologising to someone for an error you have 
made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

155 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Apologising to someone for an error you have 
made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

156 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Apologising to someone for an error you have 
made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

157 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

158 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Apologising to someone for an error you have 
made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

159 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Apologising to someone for an error you have 
made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

160 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

161 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

162 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

163 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

164 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

165 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

166 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

167 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

168 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

169 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

170 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

171 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

172 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

173 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

174 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

175 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

176 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

177 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

178 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

179 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

180 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

181 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

182 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Responding to snide or indirect comments or 
subtle passing remarks. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

183 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Responding to snide or indirect comments or 
subtle passing remarks. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

184 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

185 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

186 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

187 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

188 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

189 Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

190 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

191 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

192 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

193 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

194 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

195 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

196 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

197 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

198 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

199 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

200 Facing a colleague after you have 
reported their inappropriate behaviour to 
the manager. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
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201 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

202 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

203 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

204 Responding to someone who complains 
about or criticises another worker to you. 

Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

205 Responding to unwelcome personal or 
sexual advances. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

206 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

207 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

208 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

209 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

210 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
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211 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

212 Trying to resolve competing work 
demands from two managers. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

213 Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

214 Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

215 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Communicating when you are feeling angry or 
resentful with the other person. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

216 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

217 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

218 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

219 Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in 
an ongoing work relationship. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

220 Interacting with people who are sure they 
are right, or who don't listen, or who 
attempt to push their views. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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221 Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

222 Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

223 Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in 
an ongoing work relationship. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

224 Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

225 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

226 Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

227 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

228 Communicating when you are feeling 
angry or resentful with the other person. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

229 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

230 Responding to unwelcome personal or 
sexual advances. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

WE REALLY APPRECIATE YOUR TIME - PLEASE PROCEED TO PART B 
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Paired Similarity Questionnaire - Version 2 
 

v2 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 
SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 

Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

1 Interacting with people whom you 
perceive as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

2 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

3 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

4 Interacting with people whom you 
perceive as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

5 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

6 Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

7 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

8 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

9 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

10   Responding to someone who 
complains about or criticises another 
worker to you. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

11 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

12 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

13 Interacting with people who are sure they 
are right, or who don't listen, or who 
attempt to push their views. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

14 Interacting with people whom you 
perceive as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

15 Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

16 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

17 Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in 
an ongoing work relationship. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

18 Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

19 Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

20 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

21 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

22 Telling your manager that you are 
dissatisfied with their behaviour or 
treatment of you, or a decision that they 
have made. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

23 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

24 Communicating when you are feeling 
angry or resentful with the other person. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

25 Communicating when you are feeling 
angry or resentful with the other person. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

26 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

27 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

28 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

29 Interacting with people whom you 
perceive as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

30 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

31 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

32 Facing a colleague after you have reported 
their inappropriate behaviour to the 
manager. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

33 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

34 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

35 Interacting with people who are sure they 
are right, or who don't listen, or who 
attempt to push their views. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

36 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

37 Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

38 Interacting with people whom you 
perceive as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

39 Facing a colleague after you have reported 
their inappropriate behaviour to the 
manager. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

40 Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in 
an ongoing work relationship. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

41 Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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42 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

43 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

44 Communicating when you are feeling 
angry or resentful with the other person. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

45 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

46 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

47 Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

48 Interacting with people whom you 
perceive as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

49 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

50 Facing a colleague after you have reported 
their inappropriate behaviour to the 
manager. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

51 Responding to someone who complains 
about or criticises another worker to you. 

Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

52 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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53 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

54 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

55 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

56 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

57 Responding to someone who complains 
about or criticises another worker to you. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

58 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

59 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

60 Telling your manager that work demands 
or working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

Communicating when you are feeling angry 
or resentful with the other person. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

61 Interacting with people who are sure they 
are right, or who don't listen, or who 
attempt to push their views. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

62 Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

63 Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in 
an ongoing work relationship. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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64 Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

65 Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

66 Interacting with people whom you 
perceive as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

67 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

68 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

69 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

70 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

71 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

72 Interacting with people who are sure they 
are right, or who don't listen, or who 
attempt to push their views. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

73 Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

74 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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75 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

76 Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in 
an ongoing work relationship. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

77 Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

78 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

79 Responding to someone who complains 
about or criticises another worker to you. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

80 Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

81 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

82 Communicating when you are feeling 
angry or resentful with the other person. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

83   Responding to someone who 
complains about or criticises another 
worker to you. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

84 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

85 Interacting with people whom you 
perceive as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

86 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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87 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

88 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

89 Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

90 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

91 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

92 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

93 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

94   Responding to someone who 
complains about or criticises another 
worker to you. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

95 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

96 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

97 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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98 Communicating when you are feeling 
angry or resentful with the other person. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

99 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

100 Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

101 Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in 
an ongoing work relationship. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

102 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

103 Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

104 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

105 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

106   Responding to someone who 
complains about or criticises another 
worker to you. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

107 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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108 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

109 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

110 Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in 
an ongoing work relationship. 

pologising to someone for an error you have 
made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

111 Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

112 Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

113 Communicating when you are feeling 
angry or resentful with the other person. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

114 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

115   Responding to someone who 
complains about or criticises another 
worker to you. 

Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

116 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

117 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

118 Responding to someone who complains 
about or criticises another worker to you. 

Communicating when you are feeling angry 
or resentful with the other person. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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119 Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

120 Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

121 Receiving feedback on your work, or 
receiving work directions/instructions 
from someone who is your 
colleague/equal. 

Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

122 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

123 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

124 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

125 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

126 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

127 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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128   Responding to someone who 
complains about or criticises another 
worker to you. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

129 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

130 Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

131 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

132 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

133 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

134 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

135 Interacting with people whom you 
perceive as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

136 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

137 Responding to someone who complains 
about or criticises another worker to you. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

138 Responding to negative feedback or a 
reprimand from your manager. 

Interacting with someone who you feel has 
let you down, disappointed you, or been 
disloyal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

139 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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140 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

141 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

142 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

143 Interacting with people whom you 
perceive as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

144 Communicating when you are feeling 
angry or resentful with the other person. 

Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

145 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

146 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

147 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

148 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

149 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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150 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

151 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

152 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

Communicating when you are feeling angry 
or resentful with the other person. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

153 Responding to unwelcome personal or 
sexual advances. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

154 Interacting with people whom you 
perceive as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

Communicating when you are feeling angry 
or resentful with the other person. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

155 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Communicating when you are feeling angry 
or resentful with the other person. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

156 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

157 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

158 Interacting with people whom you 
perceive as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

159 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Communicating when you are feeling angry 
or resentful with the other person. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

160 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Communicating when you are feeling angry 
or resentful with the other person. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

161 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Communicating when you are feeling angry 
or resentful with the other person. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

162 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

163 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Communicating when you are feeling angry 
or resentful with the other person. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

164 Interacting with people whom you 
perceive as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

165 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

166 Facing a colleague after you have reported 
their inappropriate behaviour to the 
manager. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

167 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

168 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

169 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

170 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

171 Responding to someone who complains 
about or criticises another worker to you. 

Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

172 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

173 Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden 
agendas'. 

Interacting with people whom you perceive 
as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

174 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Interacting with people whom you perceive 
as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

175 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Interacting with people whom you perceive 
as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

176 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Interacting with people whom you perceive 
as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

177 Responding to someone who complains 
about or criticises another worker to you. 

Interacting with people whom you perceive 
as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

178 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

179 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

180 Interacting with people who are sure they 
are right, or who don't listen, or who 
attempt to push their views. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

181 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Interacting with people whom you perceive 
as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

182 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a 
personal favour. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

183 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

184 Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

185 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

186  Responding to someone who complains 
about or criticises another worker to you. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

187 Interacting with people whom you 
perceive as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

188 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

189  Responding to someone who complains 
about or criticises another worker to you. 

Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

190 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

191 Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in 
an ongoing work relationship. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

192 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Interacting with someone who you feel has 
let you down, disappointed you, or been 
disloyal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

193 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Interacting with someone who you feel has 
let you down, disappointed you, or been 
disloyal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

194  Responding to someone who complains 
about or criticises another worker to you. 

Interacting with someone who you feel has 
let you down, disappointed you, or been 
disloyal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

195 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Interacting with someone who you feel has 
let you down, disappointed you, or been 
disloyal. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

196 Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

197 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Trying to influence people to see your point 
of view, when they see things very differently 
to you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

198 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

199 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

200 Communicating when you are feeling 
angry or resentful with the other person. 

Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

201 Communicating when you are feeling 
angry or resentful with the other person. 

Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

202 Interacting with someone who you feel 
has let you down, disappointed you, or 
been disloyal. 

Interacting with people who you think are 
being manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

203  Responding to someone who complains 
about or criticises another worker to you. 

Trying to influence people to see your point 
of view, when they see things very differently 
to you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

204 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Trying to influence people to see your point 
of view, when they see things very differently 
to you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

205 Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

206   Responding to someone who 
complains about or criticises another 
worker to you. 

Responding to snide or indirect comments or 
subtle passing remarks. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

207 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Responding to snide or indirect comments or 
subtle passing remarks. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

208 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

209 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Responding to someone who complains 
about or criticises another worker to you. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

210 Communicating when you are feeling 
angry or resentful with the other person. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

211 Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

212 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

213 Trying to influence people to see your 
point of view, when they see things very 
differently to you. 

Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

214 Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in 
an ongoing work relationship. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

215 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to 
push their views. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

216 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

217 Communicating when you are feeling 
angry or resentful with the other person. 

Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

218 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

219 Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

220 Responding to someone who complains 
about or criticises another worker to you. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

221 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

222 Interacting with people who are sure they 
are right, or who don't listen, or who 
attempt to push their views. 

Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 



 

 

319 

 
 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

223 Interacting with people who are sure they 
are right, or who don't listen, or who 
attempt to push their views. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

224 Giving feedback to someone on their 
work, or giving work directions to 
someone who is your colleague/equal. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

225 Interacting with people who are sure they 
are right, or who don't listen, or who 
attempt to push their views. 

Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

226 Apologising to someone for an error you 
have made or for hurting/offending them. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

227 Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in 
an ongoing work relationship. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

228 Telling your manager that you don't know 
how to perform a task, or that you have 
made a mistake. 

Asking for help or making requests of others.    1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

229 Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

230 Responding to snide or indirect comments 
or subtle passing remarks. 

Mediating conflicts or disagreements 
between others at work. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

231 Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

232 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 
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 PLEASE RATE HOW SIMILAR YOU THINK THESE TWO 

SITUATIONS ARE TO EACH OTHER: 
Very Similar Average Very Dissimilar 

233 Interacting with people whom you 
perceive as 'high powered' or intimidating. 

Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

234 Responding to someone who complains 
about or criticises another worker to you. 

Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

235 Communicating when you are feeling 
angry or resentful with the other person. 

Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1   2          3   4          5    6   7          8         9 

 
 
 
WE REALLY APPRECIATE YOUR TIME - PLEASE PROCEED TO PART B 
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C1. Questionnaire – Part B (Study 2) – Sample 1 
 
PART B - RATINGS OF DIFFICULT COMMUNICATION SITUATIONS  
 
In this part of the questionnaire we are interested your perceptions of these 
situations.  The task is quite straightforward.  We will present you with a list of 
situations and ask you to rate each on a scale from 1 to 9.   
 
For example, we may ask: 

How frequently do you experience each of these situations in your work? 
If you experience that situations not at all frequently, you should circle 1, 
2 or 3. 
If you experience the situation very frequently, you should circle 7, 8 or 
9. 
If you experience the situation with moderate frequency, you should 
circle 4, 5, or 6. 

Please don't agonise over each rating, first impressions are best. 
Again, keep in mind there are no right or wrong answers.  We are simply 
interested in your perception.  We are interested in what you have to say, not what 
you think most people would say. 
 
B.1 HOW FREQUENTLY DO YOU 
ENCOUNTER THESE TYPES OF 
SITUATIONS AT WORK? 

not at all  
frequently 

moderately 
frequently 

very 
frequently 

1 Responding to someone who complains about or 
criticises another worker to you. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

2 Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied 
with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 
decision that they have made. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

3 Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

4 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

5 Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

6 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

7 Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

8 Facing a colleague after you have reported their 
inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

9 Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is your  
colleague/equal. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

10 Telling your manager that you don't know how 
to perform a task, or that you have made a 
mistake. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 
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B.1 HOW FREQUENTLY DO YOU 
ENCOUNTER THESE TYPES OF 
SITUATIONS AT WORK? 

not at all  
frequently 

moderately 
frequently 

very 
frequently 

11 Trying to resolve competing work demands from 
two managers. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

12 Telling your manager that work demands or 
working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

13 Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

14 Interacting with someone who you feel has let 
you down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

15 Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

16 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a personal 
favour. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

17 Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

18 Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

19 Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

20 Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

21 Responding to negative feedback or a reprimand 
from your manager. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

22 Interacting with people who you think are being 
manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

23 Responding to snide or indirect comments or 
subtle passing remarks. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

24 Communicating when you are feeling angry or 
resentful with the other person. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

25 Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

26 Apologising to someone for an error you have 
made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

27 Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to push 
their views. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

28 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

29 Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

30 Asking for help or making requests of others.    1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

31 Receiving feedback on your work, or receiving 
work directions/instructions from someone who 
is your colleague/equal. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 
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B.2 HOW DIFFICULT DO YOU FIND 
THESE TYPES OF SITUATIONS TO 
MANAGE EFFECTIVELY? 

not at all  
difficult 

moderately 
difficult 

very difficult 

1 Responding to someone who complains about or 
criticises another worker to you. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

2 Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied 
with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 
decision that they have made. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

3 Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

4 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

5 Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

6 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

7 Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

8 Facing a colleague after you have reported their 
inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

9 Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is your  
colleague/equal. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

10 Telling your manager that you don't know how 
to perform a task, or that you have made a 
mistake. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

11 Trying to resolve competing work demands from 
two managers. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

12 Telling your manager that work demands or 
working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

13 Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

14 Interacting with someone who you feel has let 
you down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

15 Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

16 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a personal 
favour. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

17 Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

18 Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

19 Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

20 Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

21 Responding to negative feedback or a reprimand 
from your manager. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

22 Interacting with people who you think are being 
manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 
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B.2 HOW DIFFICULT DO YOU FIND 
THESE TYPES OF SITUATIONS TO 
MANAGE EFFECTIVELY? 

not at all  
difficult 

moderately 
difficult 

very difficult 

23 Responding to snide or indirect comments or 
subtle passing remarks. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

24 Communicating when you are feeling angry or 
resentful with the other person. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

25 Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

26 Apologising to someone for an error you have 
made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

27 Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to push 
their views. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

28 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

29 Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

30 Asking for help or making requests of others.    1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

31 Receiving feedback on your work, or receiving 
work directions/instructions from someone who 
is your colleague/equal. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

 
 
 
 
 
B.3 TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU 
FEEL YOU NEED TO LEARN BETTER 
WAYS OF MANAGING THESE TYPES 
OF SITUATIONS? 

no need to 
learn at all 

 

moderate 
need to learn 

need to learn 
very much 

1 Responding to someone who complains about or 
criticises another worker to you. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

2 Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied 
with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 
decision that they have made. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

3 Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

4 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

5 Responding to someone who is angry, 
aggressive or verbally abusive. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

6 Communicating when you are feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed 
yourself. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

7 Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

8 Facing a colleague after you have reported their 
inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

9 Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is your  
colleague/equal. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 
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B.3 TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU 
FEEL YOU NEED TO LEARN BETTER 
WAYS OF MANAGING THESE TYPES 
OF SITUATIONS? 

no need to 
learn at all 

 

moderate 
need to learn 

need to learn 
very much 

10 Telling your manager that you don't know how 
to perform a task, or that you have made a 
mistake. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

11 Trying to resolve competing work demands from 
two managers. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

12 Telling your manager that work demands or 
working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

13 Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

14 Interacting with someone who you feel has let 
you down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

15 Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

16 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a personal 
favour. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

17 Trying to resolve a conflict or a 
misunderstanding with another person in an 
ongoing work relationship. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

18 Responding to unfair criticism or blame.    1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

19 Expressing a difference of opinion or 
disagreeing with someone. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

20 Responding to someone who is feeling 
emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

21 Responding to negative feedback or a reprimand 
from your manager. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

22 Interacting with people who you think are being 
manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

23 Responding to snide or indirect comments or 
subtle passing remarks. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

24 Communicating when you are feeling angry or 
resentful with the other person. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

25 Responding to fair personal criticism or 
feedback. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

26 Apologising to someone for an error you have 
made or for hurting/offending them. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

27 Interacting with people who are sure they are 
right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to push 
their views. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

28 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

29 Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a 
group or meeting. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

30 Asking for help or making requests of others.    1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

31 Receiving feedback on your work, or receiving 
work directions/instructions from someone who 
is your colleague/equal. 

   1      2      3       4     5     6      7     8     9 

 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
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C1. Questionnaire – Part B (Study 2) – Sample 2 
 

 
PART B - RATINGS OF DIFFICULT COMMUNICATION SITUATIONS  
 
In this part of the questionnaire we are interested your perceptions of these 
situations.  The task is quite straightforward.  We will present you with a list of 
situations and ask you to rate each on a scale from 1 to 9.   
 
For example, we may ask: 

How central or important to your job are each of these situation? 
 
If you experience the situation as one that is not at all important you 
should circle 1, 2 or 3. 
If you experience the situation as very important, you should circle 7, 8 
or 9. 
If you experience the situation as one that is moderately important, you 
should circle 4, 5, or 6. 
 

Please don't agonise over each rating, first impressions are best. 
Again, keep in mind there are no right or wrong answers.  We are simply 
interested in your perception.  We are interested in what you have to say, not what 
you think most people would say. 
 

1 HOW CENTRAL OR IMPORTANT 
TO YOUR JOB ARE EACH OF THESE 
TYPES OF SITUATIONS? 

not at all  
important 

moderately 
important 

very 
important 

1 Responding to someone who complains about or 
criticises another worker to you. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

2 Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied 
with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 
decision that they have made. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

3 Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

4 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

5 Responding to someone who is angry, aggressive 
or verbally abusive. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

6 Communicating when you are feeling emotionally 
vulnerable, upset or stressed yourself. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

7 Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

8 Facing a colleague after you have reported their 
inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

9 Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is your  
colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
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1. (cont)  HOW CENTRAL OR 
IMPORTANT TO YOUR JOB ARE EACH 
OF THESE TYPES OF SITUATIONS? 

not at all  
important 

moderately 
important 

very 
important 

10 Telling your manager that you don't know how to 
perform a task, or that you have made a mistake. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

11 Trying to resolve competing work demands from 
two managers. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
12 Telling your manager that work demands or 

working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

13 Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

14 Interacting with someone who you feel has let you 
down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

15 Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

16 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a personal 
favour. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

17 Trying to resolve a conflict or a misunderstanding 
with another person in an ongoing work 
relationship. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

18 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
19 Expressing a difference of opinion or disagreeing 

with someone. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
20 Responding to someone who is feeling 

emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
21 Responding to negative feedback or a reprimand 

from your manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
22 Interacting with people who you think are being 

manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
23 Responding to snide or indirect comments or 

subtle passing remarks. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
24 Communicating when you are feeling angry or 

resentful with the other person. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
25 Responding to fair personal criticism or feedback. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
26 Apologising to someone for an error you have 

made or for hurting/offending them. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
27 Interacting with people who are sure they are 

right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to push 
their views. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

28 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

29 Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a group 
or meeting. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

30 Asking for help or making requests of others. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
31 Receiving feedback on your work, or receiving 

work directions/instructions from someone who is 
your colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
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2. EACH OF THESE SITUATIONS 
INVOLVES AN INTERACTION 
BETWEEN TWO PEOPLE.  TO WHAT 
EXTENT DO YOU CONSIDER 
ACHIEVING A GOOD OUTCOME IN 
EACH OF THESE SITUATIONS WILL 
DEPEND ON HOW YOU BEHAVE? 

not at all  
depends on 

me 

moderately 
depends on 

me 

very much 
depends on 

me 

1 Responding to someone who complains about or 
criticises another worker to you. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

2 Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied 
with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 
decision that they have made. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

3 Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

4 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

5 Responding to someone who is angry, aggressive 
or verbally abusive. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

6 Communicating when you are feeling emotionally 
vulnerable, upset or stressed yourself. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

7 Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

8 Facing a colleague after you have reported their 
inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

9 Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is your  
colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

10 Telling your manager that you don't know how to 
perform a task, or that you have made a mistake. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

11 Trying to resolve competing work demands from 
two managers. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

12 Telling your manager that work demands or 
working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

13 Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

14 Interacting with someone who you feel has let you 
down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

15 Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

16 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a personal 
favour. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

17 Trying to resolve a conflict or a misunderstanding 
with another person in an ongoing work 
relationship. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

18 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
19 Expressing a difference of opinion or disagreeing 

with someone. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
20 Responding to someone who is feeling 

emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
21 Responding to negative feedback or a reprimand 

from your manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
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2. (cont). EACH OF THESE SITUATIONS 
INVOLVES AN INTERACTION 
BETWEEN TWO PEOPLE.  TO WHAT 
EXTENT DO YOU CONSIDER 
ACHIEVING A GOOD OUTCOME IN 
EACH OF THESE SITUATIONS WILL 
DEPEND ON HOW YOU BEHAVE? 

not at all  
depends on 

me 

moderately 
depends on 

me 

very much 
depends on 

me 

22 Interacting with people who you think are being 
manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

23 Responding to snide or indirect comments or 
subtle passing remarks. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

24 Communicating when you are feeling angry or 
resentful with the other person. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

25 Responding to fair personal criticism or feedback. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
26 Apologising to someone for an error you have 

made or for hurting/offending them. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
27 Interacting with people who are sure they are 

right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to push 
their views. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

28 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

29 Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a group 
or meeting. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

30 Asking for help or making requests of others. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
31 Receiving feedback on your work, or receiving 

work directions/instructions from someone who is 
your colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

 
 
 
3. EACH OF THESE SITUATIONS 
INVOLVES AN INTERACTION 
BETWEEN TWO PEOPLE.  TO WHAT 
EXTENT DO YOU CONSIDER 
ACHIEVING A GOOD OUTCOME IN 
EACH OF THESE SITUATIONS WILL 
DEPEND ON HOW THE OTHER 
PERSON BEHAVES? 

not at all  
depends on 

them 

moderately 
depends on 

them 

very much 
depends on 

them 

1 Responding to someone who complains about or 
criticises another worker to you. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

2 Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied 
with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 
decision that they have made. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

3 Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

4 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

5 Responding to someone who is angry, aggressive 
or verbally abusive. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

6 Communicating when you are feeling emotionally 
vulnerable, upset or stressed yourself. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
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3. (cont.) EACH OF THESE SITUATIONS 
INVOLVES AN INTERACTION 
BETWEEN TWO PEOPLE.  TO WHAT 
EXTENT DO YOU CONSIDER 
ACHIEVING A GOOD OUTCOME IN 
EACH OF THESE SITUATIONS WILL 
DEPEND ON HOW THE OTHER 
PERSON BEHAVES? 

not at all  
depends on 

them 

moderately 
depends on 

them 

very much 
depends on 

them 

7 Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

8 Facing a colleague after you have reported their 
inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

9 Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is your  
colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

10 Telling your manager that you don't know how to 
perform a task, or that you have made a mistake. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

11 Trying to resolve competing work demands from 
two managers. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

12 Telling your manager that work demands or 
working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

13 Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

14 Interacting with someone who you feel has let you 
down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

15 Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

16 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a personal 
favour. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

17 Trying to resolve a conflict or a misunderstanding 
with another person in an ongoing work 
relationship. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

18 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
19 Expressing a difference of opinion or disagreeing 

with someone. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
20 Responding to someone who is feeling 

emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
21 Responding to negative feedback or a reprimand 

from your manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
22 Interacting with people who you think are being 

manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
23 Responding to snide or indirect comments or 

subtle passing remarks. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
24 Communicating when you are feeling angry or 

resentful with the other person. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
25 Responding to fair personal criticism or feedback. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
26 Apologising to someone for an error you have 

made or for hurting/offending them. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
27 Interacting with people who are sure they are 

right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to push 
their views. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
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3. (cont.) EACH OF THESE SITUATIONS 
INVOLVES AN INTERACTION 
BETWEEN TWO PEOPLE.  TO WHAT 
EXTENT DO YOU CONSIDER 
ACHIEVING A GOOD OUTCOME IN 
EACH OF THESE SITUATIONS WILL 
DEPEND ON HOW THE OTHER 
PERSON BEHAVES? 

not at all  
depends on 

them 

moderately 
depends on 

them 

very much 
depends on 

them 

 
28 Responding to comments which you find 

offensive or socially inappropriate. 
1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

29 Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a group 
or meeting. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

30 Asking for help or making requests of others. 
1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

31 Receiving feedback on your work, or receiving 
work directions/instructions from someone who is 
your colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

 
 
 
 
4. HOW DIRECT AND TO THE 
POINT, VERSUS INDIRECT AND 
ROUNDABOUT ARE YOU USUALLY IN 
THE WAY YOU MANAGE THESE 
SITUATIONS? 

not at all  
direct 

moderately 
direct 

very direct 

1 Responding to someone who complains about or 
criticises another worker to you. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

2 Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied 
with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 
decision that they have made. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

3 Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

4 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

5 Responding to someone who is angry, aggressive 
or verbally abusive. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

6 Communicating when you are feeling emotionally 
vulnerable, upset or stressed yourself. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

7 Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

8 Facing a colleague after you have reported their 
inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

9 Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is your  
colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

10 Telling your manager that you don't know how to 
perform a task, or that you have made a mistake. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

11 Trying to resolve competing work demands from 
two managers. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
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4. (cont).  HOW DIRECT AND TO THE 
POINT, VERSUS INDIRECT AND 
ROUNDABOUT ARE YOU USUALLY IN 
THE WAY YOU MANAGE THESE 
SITUATIONS? 

not at all  
direct 

moderately 
direct 

very direct 

12 Telling your manager that work demands or 
working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

13 Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

14 Interacting with someone who you feel has let you 
down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

15 Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

16 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a personal 
favour. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

17 Trying to resolve a conflict or a misunderstanding 
with another person in an ongoing work 
relationship. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

18 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
19 Expressing a difference of opinion or disagreeing 

with someone. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
20 Responding to someone who is feeling 

emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
21 Responding to negative feedback or a reprimand 

from your manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
22 Interacting with people who you think are being 

manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
23 Responding to snide or indirect comments or 

subtle passing remarks. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
24 Communicating when you are feeling angry or 

resentful with the other person. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
25 Responding to fair personal criticism or feedback. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
26 Apologising to someone for an error you have 

made or for hurting/offending them. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
27 Interacting with people who are sure they are 

right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to push 
their views. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

28 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

29 Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a group 
or meeting. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

30 Asking for help or making requests of others. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
31 Receiving feedback on your work, or receiving 

work directions/instructions from someone who is 
your colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

 
 
 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
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C1.Questionnaire - Part B (Study 2) – Sample 3 

 
 
PART B - RATINGS OF DIFFICULT COMMUNICATION SITUATIONS  
 
In this part of the questionnaire we are interested your perceptions of these 
situations.  The task is quite straightforward.  We will present you with a list of 
situations and ask you to rate each on a scale from 1 to 9.   
 
For example, we may ask: 

How emotionally arousing you find each of these situation? 
 
If you experience the situation as one that is not at all emotionally 
arousing you should circle 1, 2 or 3. 
If you experience the situation as very emotionally arousing, you should 
circle 7, 8 or 9. 
If you experience the situation as one that is moderately emotionally 
arousing, you should circle 4, 5, or 6. 
 

Please don't agonise over each rating, first impressions are best. 
Again, keep in mind there are no right or wrong answers.  We are simply 
interested in your perception.  We are interested in what you have to say, not what 
you think most people would say. 
 

1. HOW EMOTIONALLY 
AROUSING DO YOU FIND EACH OF 
THESE TYPES OF INTERPERSONAL 
SITUATIONS? 

not at all  
emotionally 

arousing 

moderately 
emotionally 

arousing 

very 
emotionally 

arousing 

1 Responding to someone who complains about or 
criticises another worker to you. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

2 Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied 
with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 
decision that they have made. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

3 Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

4 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

5 Responding to someone who is angry, aggressive 
or verbally abusive. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

6 Communicating when you are feeling emotionally 
vulnerable, upset or stressed yourself. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

7 Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

8 Facing a colleague after you have reported their 
inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

9 Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is your  
colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

10 Telling your manager that you don't know how to 
perform a task, or that you have made a mistake. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
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1. (cont).  HOW EMOTIONALLY 
AROUSING DO YOU FIND EACH OF 
THESE TYPES OF INTERPERSONAL 
SITUATIONS? 

not at all  
emotionally 

arousing 

moderately 
emotionally 

arousing 

very 
emotionally 

arousing 

11 Trying to resolve competing work demands from 
two managers. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
12 Telling your manager that work demands or 

working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

13 Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

14 Interacting with someone who you feel has let you 
down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

15 Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

16 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a personal 
favour. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

17 Trying to resolve a conflict or a misunderstanding 
with another person in an ongoing work 
relationship. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

18 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
19 Expressing a difference of opinion or disagreeing 

with someone. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
20 Responding to someone who is feeling 

emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
21 Responding to negative feedback or a reprimand 

from your manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
22 Interacting with people who you think are being 

manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
23 Responding to snide or indirect comments or 

subtle passing remarks. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
24 Communicating when you are feeling angry or 

resentful with the other person. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
25 Responding to fair personal criticism or feedback. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
26 Apologising to someone for an error you have 

made or for hurting/offending them. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
27 Interacting with people who are sure they are 

right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to push 
their views. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

28 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

29 Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a group 
or meeting. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

30 Asking for help or making requests of others. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
31 Receiving feedback on your work, or receiving 

work directions/instructions from someone who is 
your colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
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2. HOW RESPONSIBLE WOULD 
YOU USUALLY FEEL FOR MANAGING 
THESE SITUATIONS TO A GOOD 
OUTCOME? 

not at all  
responsible 

moderately 
responsible 

very 
responsible 

1 Responding to someone who complains about or 
criticises another worker to you. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

2 Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied 
with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 
decision that they have made. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

3 Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

4 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

5 Responding to someone who is angry, aggressive 
or verbally abusive. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

6 Communicating when you are feeling emotionally 
vulnerable, upset or stressed yourself. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

7 Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

8 Facing a colleague after you have reported their 
inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

9 Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is your  
colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

10 Telling your manager that you don't know how to 
perform a task, or that you have made a mistake. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

11 Trying to resolve competing work demands from 
two managers. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

12 Telling your manager that work demands or 
working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

13 Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

14 Interacting with someone who you feel has let you 
down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

15 Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

16 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a personal 
favour. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

17 Trying to resolve a conflict or a misunderstanding 
with another person in an ongoing work 
relationship. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

18 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
19 Expressing a difference of opinion or disagreeing 

with someone. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
20 Responding to someone who is feeling 

emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
21 Responding to negative feedback or a reprimand 

from your manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
22 Interacting with people who you think are being 

manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
23 Responding to snide or indirect comments or 

subtle passing remarks. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
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2. (cont). HOW RESPONSIBLE WOULD 
YOU USUALLY FEEL FOR MANAGING 
THESE SITUATIONS TO A GOOD 
OUTCOME? 

not at all  
responsible 

moderately 
responsible 

very 
responsible 

24 Communicating when you are feeling angry or 
resentful with the other person. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

25 Responding to fair personal criticism or feedback. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
26 Apologising to someone for an error you have 

made or for hurting/offending them. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
27 Interacting with people who are sure they are 

right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to push 
their views. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

28 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

29 Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a group 
or meeting. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

30 Asking for help or making requests of others. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
31 Receiving feedback on your work, or receiving 

work directions/instructions from someone who is 
your colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

 
 
 
3. HOW MUCH CONTROL OR 
INFLUENCE DO YOU FEEL YOU 
USUALLY HAVE IN MANAGING THESE 
SITUATIONS? 

no control at 
all 

a moderate 
amount of 

control 

a lot of 
control 

1 Responding to someone who complains about or 
criticises another worker to you. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

2 Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied 
with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 
decision that they have made. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

3 Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

4 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

5 Responding to someone who is angry, aggressive 
or verbally abusive. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

6 Communicating when you are feeling emotionally 
vulnerable, upset or stressed yourself. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

7 Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

8 Facing a colleague after you have reported their 
inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

9 Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is your  
colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

10 Telling your manager that you don't know how to 
perform a task, or that you have made a mistake. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

11 Trying to resolve competing work demands from 
two managers. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
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3. HOW MUCH CONTROL OR 
INFLUENCE DO YOU FEEL YOU 
USUALLY HAVE IN MANAGING THESE 
SITUATIONS? 

no control at 
all 

a moderate 
amount of 

control 

a lot of 
control 

12 Telling your manager that work demands or 
working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

13 Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

14 Interacting with someone who you feel has let you 
down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

15 Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

16 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a personal 
favour. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

17 Trying to resolve a conflict or a misunderstanding 
with another person in an ongoing work 
relationship. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

18 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
19 Expressing a difference of opinion or disagreeing 

with someone. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
20 Responding to someone who is feeling 

emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
21 Responding to negative feedback or a reprimand 

from your manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
22 Interacting with people who you think are being 

manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
23 Responding to snide or indirect comments or 

subtle passing remarks. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
24 Communicating when you are feeling angry or 

resentful with the other person. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
25 Responding to fair personal criticism or feedback. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
26 Apologising to someone for an error you have 

made or for hurting/offending them. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
27 Interacting with people who are sure they are 

right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to push 
their views. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

 
28 Responding to comments which you find 

offensive or socially inappropriate. 
1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

29 Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a group 
or meeting. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

30 Asking for help or making requests of others. 
1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

31 Receiving feedback on your work, or receiving 
work directions/instructions from someone who is 
your colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
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4. TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU 
CONSIDER THAT IT WOULD BE A 
PRIORITY FOR YOU TO FOCUS ON 
THE OTHER PERSON’S NEEDS AND 
CONCERNS IN THIS SITUATION? 

not at all  
 

moderately  very much 

1 Responding to someone who complains about or 
criticises another worker to you. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

2 Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied 
with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 
decision that they have made. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

3 Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

4 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

5 Responding to someone who is angry, aggressive 
or verbally abusive. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

6 Communicating when you are feeling emotionally 
vulnerable, upset or stressed yourself. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

7 Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

8 Facing a colleague after you have reported their 
inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

9 Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is your  
colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

10 Telling your manager that you don't know how to 
perform a task, or that you have made a mistake. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

11 Trying to resolve competing work demands from 
two managers. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

12 Telling your manager that work demands or 
working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

13 Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

14 Interacting with someone who you feel has let you 
down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

15 Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

16 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a personal 
favour. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

17 Trying to resolve a conflict or a misunderstanding 
with another person in an ongoing work 
relationship. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

18 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
19 Expressing a difference of opinion or disagreeing 

with someone. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
20 Responding to someone who is feeling 

emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
21 Responding to negative feedback or a reprimand 

from your manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
22 Interacting with people who you think are being 

manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
23 Responding to snide or indirect comments or 

subtle passing remarks. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
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4. (cont). TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU 
CONSIDER THAT IT WOULD BE A 
PRIORITY FOR YOU TO FOCUS ON 
THE OTHER PERSON’S NEEDS AND 
CONCERNS IN THIS SITUATION? 

not at all  
 

moderately  very much 

24 Communicating when you are feeling angry or 
resentful with the other person. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

25 Responding to fair personal criticism or feedback. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
26 Apologising to someone for an error you have 

made or for hurting/offending them. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
27 Interacting with people who are sure they are 

right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to push 
their views. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

28 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

29 Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a group 
or meeting. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

30 Asking for help or making requests of others. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
31 Receiving feedback on your work, or receiving 

work directions/instructions from someone who is 
your colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

 
 
 
 
5. TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU 
CONSIDER THAT IT WOULD BE A 
PRIORITY FOR YOU TO FOCUS ON 
YOUR OWN NEEDS AND CONCERNS IN 
THIS SITUATION? 

not at all  
 

moderately  very much 

1 Responding to someone who complains about or 
criticises another worker to you. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

2 Telling your manager that you are dissatisfied 
with their behaviour or treatment of you, or a 
decision that they have made. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

3 Mediating conflicts or disagreements between 
others at work. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

4 Saying 'no' to someone who asks for your 
assistance with a work task. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

5 Responding to someone who is angry, aggressive 
or verbally abusive. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

6 Communicating when you are feeling emotionally 
vulnerable, upset or stressed yourself. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

7 Trying to influence people to see your point of 
view, when they see things very differently to 
you. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

8 Facing a colleague after you have reported their 
inappropriate behaviour to the manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

9 Giving feedback to someone on their work, or 
giving work directions to someone who is your  
colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

10 Telling your manager that you don't know how to 
perform a task, or that you have made a mistake. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
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5.  (cont).  TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU 
CONSIDER THAT IT WOULD BE A 
PRIORITY FOR YOU TO FOCUS ON 
YOUR OWN NEEDS AND CONCERNS IN 
THIS SITUATION? 

not at all  
 

moderately  very much 

11 Trying to resolve competing work demands from 
two managers. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

12 Telling your manager that work demands or 
working conditions are unrealistic or 
inappropriate. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

13 Interacting with people whom you perceive as 
'high powered' or intimidating. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

14 Interacting with someone who you feel has let you 
down, disappointed you, or been disloyal. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

15 Responding to unwelcome personal or sexual 
advances. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

16 Saying 'no' to someone who requests a personal 
favour. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

17 Trying to resolve a conflict or a misunderstanding 
with another person in an ongoing work 
relationship. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

18 Responding to unfair criticism or blame. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
19 Expressing a difference of opinion or disagreeing 

with someone. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
20 Responding to someone who is feeling 

emotionally vulnerable, upset or stressed. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
21 Responding to negative feedback or a reprimand 

from your manager. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
22 Interacting with people who you think are being 

manipulative or have 'hidden agendas'. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
23 Responding to snide or indirect comments or 

subtle passing remarks. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
24 Communicating when you are feeling angry or 

resentful with the other person. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
25 Responding to fair personal criticism or feedback. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
26 Apologising to someone for an error you have 

made or for hurting/offending them. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
27 Interacting with people who are sure they are 

right, or who don't listen, or who attempt to push 
their views. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

28 Responding to comments which you find 
offensive or socially inappropriate. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

29 Speaking up or expressing your opinion in a group 
or meeting. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

30 Asking for help or making requests of others. 1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
31 Receiving feedback on your work, or receiving 

work directions/instructions from someone who is 
your colleague/equal. 

1      2      3     4     5     6     7     8     9 

 
 
 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
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C.2  Primary Appraisal Questionnaire (Study 3) 
 
 

COMPARISON OF SITUATIONS 
 
In this part of the study we will present you with 4 pairs of interpersonal situations 
at work and ask you to compare and contrast them.  Our purpose is to better 
understand how people evaluate and understand these types of situations at work.  
There are no ‘correct’ answers – we are very interested in what you think and feel 
are the similarities and differences between each of these pairs. 
 
 
We ask you to consider the following situations in terms of what you 
think is at stake in each. 
 
 
Responding to 
someone who is 
angry, aggressive 
or verbally 
abusive 

What is at stake in this 
situation?___________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________ 
 

What is at stake in 
this 
situation?__________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________ 

Responding to 
fair personal 
criticism or 
feedback 

Responding to 
someone who is 
feeling 
emotionally 
vulnerable, upset 
or stressed 

What is at stake in this 
situation?___________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________ 
 

What is at stake in 
this 
situation?__________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________ 

Interacting 
with high 
powered or 
intimidating 
people 
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Communicating 
when you feel 
emotionally 
vulnerable, upset 
or stressed 
yourself 

What is at stake in this 
situation?___________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________ 
 

What is at stake in 
this 
situation?__________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________ 

Mediating 
conflicts or 
disagreements 
between others 
at work. 

Responding to 
negative feedback 
or a reprimand 
from a manager 

What is at stake in this 
situation?___________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________
___________________ 

What is at stake in 
this 
situation?__________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________
__________________ 
 

Saying ‘no’ to 
someone who 
asks for your 
assistance with 
a work task 
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C.3  Response Strategies Questionnaire (Study 4) 
 

COMMUNICATION IN THE WORKPLACE 
 
 
 
 
This survey is part of a research program investigating communication in 
the workplace.  In a recent study, we investigated face-to-face 
communication situations which many people find difficult to manage 
effectively.  
 
 In this questionnaire, we are interested in investigating responses to these 
difficult face-to-face communication situations in the workplace.  In 
particular, we are investigating the effectiveness of a range of responses 
to difficult situations. 
 
 
Completion of this questionnaire is voluntary, and you may withdraw at 
any time.  All completed questionnaires will remain strictly CONFIDENTIAL 
and ANONYMOUS.  Please do not write your name on the questionnaire.  
This research is being conducted by Leanne Whicker and supervised by 
Dr Keithia Wilson (GU) and Prof Cindy Gallois (UQ).  The results of this 
research will be available to all participants upon request, so please let us 
know if you would like further information.   
 
 
If you have any questions regarding the questionnaire or you are uncertain 
about how to return the questionnaire, please contact Leanne Whicker on  
(07) 3878 6630 or 0418 795 486. 
 
 
 
Thank you for your participation. 
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INFORMATION SHEET 
 
Please provide the following biographical information about yourself: 
 
1.  Gender  M  F    (please circle one) 
 
2.  Age:                        
 
3.  Major Course                                                                
 
4.  Faculty:                                                            
 
5.  Current employment: 
 

a)  Employed full-time now:  
b)  Employed part-time now:  

 c)  Not currently employed:  
  

6)  What is your current job title:                                                          (please specify) 
 
7)  How long have you been in your current job?   ____________ 
 
 
8).  Previous employment work experience: 

What is the length of time you have spent in: 
 

a)  Part-time employment                           
 

b)  Full-time employment                           
 
9).  Supervisory experience: 
  Have you had work experience as a supervisor/manager:  (please tick one) 
 

a)  Never    
 
b)  Less than six months  
   
c)  Six to twelve months   
  
d)  A number of years                                (please specify how many) 
 

10). Have you ever participated in a seminar/workshop on communication/interpersonal 
skills training (please tick one) 

 
 a)  Yes   

    
 b)  No   
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Instructions: 
 
 
In this questionnaire we are interested in assessing the effectiveness of 
various responses to difficult face-to-face communication situations at 
work.  From our previous research we know that many people find certain 
situations difficult to manage (for example, giving negative feedback to 
someone about their work; responding to criticism; or trying to resolve a 
conflict or misunderstanding with someone in an ongoing work 
relationship). 
 
When faced with a difficult face-to-face situation like this, there are several 
ways in which you could respond.  In the questionnaire below, we have 
provided a list of possible responses, and we would like you to rate each 
one according to how effective you believe it would be if you were facing a 
difficult face-to-face situation at work.   
 
Of course the way you usually deal with problematic situations often 
depends upon the nature of situation and who you are communicating 
with. However, in this questionnaire, try to think of how effective the 
responses would be in a generally difficult situation at work in which: 
 

• it is an ongoing work relationship that is important to 
maintain; 

• you would like to seek a resolution to the situation; 
• you would like to manage the emotion in the situation (both 

your emotional response and the other person’s emotional 
response).  

 
Here is an example of a questionnaire item.  We will ask you to please 
provide three ratings for each response: 
 
RESPONSE  How effective is 

this response in 
resolving the 
situation? 

How effective is 
this response in 
maintaining your 
relationship with 
the other person? 

How effective is 
this response in 
managing the 
emotion in the 
situation? 

 
Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

I sometimes sacrifice my 
own wishes for the 
wishes of the other 
person. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
 
Important:  If you find yourself becoming tired or bored when completing 
the questionnaire, then take a break and come back to the task when you 
feel refreshed.  This will make the task more enjoyable for you and help us 
have better quality data with which to work. 
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Consider difficult face-to-face situations at work in which you find 
your wishes differing from those of another person.  Please rate the 
effectiveness of each of the following responses: 

 
 

 RESPONSE  How effective is 
this response in 
resolving the 
situation? 

How effective is 
this response in 
maintaining your 
relationship with 
the other person? 

How effective is 
this response in 
managing the 
emotion in the 
situation? 

  
Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

1 I sometimes sacrifice 
my own wishes for the 
wishes of the other 
person. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

2 I try to win my position.   
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

3 I try to do what is 
necessary to avoid 
useless tensions. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

4 I try to do what is 
necessary to avoid 
tensions. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

5 I attempt to deal with all 
of his/her and my 
concerns. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

6 I am usually firm in 
pursuing my goals. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

7 I attempt to get all 
concerns and issues 
immediately out in the 
open. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

8 I tell the person my 
ideas and ask for 
his/hers. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

9 I feel that differences 
are not always worth 
worrying about. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

10 I assert my wishes.   
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

11 I might try to soothe the 
other’s feelings and 
preserve our 
relationship. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

12 I attempt to 
immediately work 
through our differences. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

13 I usually seek the 
other’s help in working 
out a solution. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

14 I always share the 
problem with the other 
person so that we can 
work it out. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 
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 RESPONSE  How effective is 

this response in 
resolving the 
situation? 

How effective is 
this response in 
maintaining your 
relationship with 
the other person? 

How effective is 
this response in 
managing the 
emotion in the 
situation? 

  
Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

15 I try to convince the other 
person of the merits of my 
position. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

16 I give up some points in 
exchange for others. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

17 I propose a middle 
ground. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

18 I try to find a fair 
combination of gains and 
losses for both of us. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

19 I try to show the other 
person the logic and 
benefits of my position. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

20 I will let the other person 
have some of his/her 
points if he/she lets me 
have some of mine. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

21 I make some effort to get 
my way. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

22 I try to find a position that 
is intermediate between 
his/hers and mine. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

23 I always lean toward a 
direct discussion of the 
problem. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

24 I try to get the other 
person to settle for a 
compromise. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

25 I consistently seek the 
other’s help in working out 
a solution. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

26 There are times when I let 
others take responsibility 
for solving the problem. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

27 If the other’s position 
seems very important to 
him/her, I would try to 
meet his/her wishes. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

28 I try to avoid creating 
unpleasantness for 
myself. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

29 I press to get my points 
made. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

30 I try to find a compromise 
solution. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

31 I sometimes avoid taking 
positions which would 
create controversy. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 
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 RESPONSE  How effective is 
this response in 
resolving the 
situation? 

How effective is 
this response in 
maintaining your 
relationship with 
the other person? 

How effective is 
this response in 
managing the 
emotion in the 
situation? 

  
Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

32 Rather than negotiate the 
things on which we 
disagree, I try to stress 
those things upon which 
we both agree. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

33 I try not to hurt the other’s 
feelings. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

34 I try to postpone the issue 
until I have had some 
time to think it over. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

35 If it makes other people 
happy, I might let them 
maintain their views. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

36 I am very often concerned 
with satisfying all our 
wishes. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

37 In approaching 
negotiations, I try to be 
considerate of the other 
person’s wishes. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

Here is another set of responses.  Consider difficult face-to-face 
situations at work.  Please rate the effectiveness of each of the 
following responses: 

 
 RESPONSE  How effective is 

this response in 
resolving the 
situation? 

How effective is 
this response in 
maintaining your 
relationship with 
the other person? 

How effective is 
this response in 
managing the 
emotion in the 
situation? 

  
Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

38 I ask for more information 
before I respond to ensure 
that I understand 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

39 I defend myself or my point 
of view 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

40 I give an explanation for 
my point of view 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

41 I give reasons or explain 
my point of view to the 
other person 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

42 I suggest a compromise   
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

43 I am polite and tactful with 
the other person. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

44 I do not verbally attack the 
other person 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 
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 RESPONSE  How effective is 

this response in 
resolving the 
situation? 

How effective is 
this response in 
maintaining your 
relationship with 
the other person? 

How effective is 
this response in 
managing the 
emotion in the 
situation? 

  
Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

45 I state directly my 
concerns to the person 
involved 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

46 I remain calm with the 
other person 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

47 I hint at or raise my 
concerns indirectly with the 
other person 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

48 I readily express my point 
of view to the person who 
is causing me a problem 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

49 I put forward my 
explanation of the situation 
causing the problem 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

50 I show a willingness to 
accept equal responsibility 
for the situation 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

51 I do not become angry or 
rude when frustrated with 
the other person 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

52 I listen carefully to the 
other person’s views 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
Here is another set of responses.  Consider difficult face-to-face 
situations at work.  Please rate the effectiveness of each of the 
following responses: 

 
 RESPONSE  How effective is this 

response in 
resolving the 
situation? 

How effective is 
this response in 
maintaining your 
relationship with 
the other person? 

How effective is 
this response in 
managing the 
emotion in the 
situation? 

  
Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at 
all 
effectiv
e  

Very 
effective 

53 In situations like this, it 
is more important that I 
look after my own 
needs rather than take 
account of the other 
person’s needs. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 
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 RESPONSE  How effective is 

this response in 
resolving the 
situation? 

How effective is 
this response in 
maintaining your 
relationship with 
the other person? 

How effective is 
this response in 
managing the 
emotion in the 
situation? 

  
Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

54 I can’t pay attention to 
my own and the other 
person’s needs at the 
same time, so, 
depending on the 
particular situation I 
decide either to listen to 
what the other person 
has to say or put 
forward my point of 
view. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

55 I try to deal with the 
situation ‘off the record’. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

56 Depending on how I 
feel, at times it is 
important that I decide 
either to put forward my 
point of view, and at 
other times I listen to 
what the other person 
has to say. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

57 I try to resolve the issue 
myself indirectly, without 
further discussion with 
the other person. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

58 It is too hard to look 
after myself and the 
other person so, 
depending on the nature 
of the discussion we’re 
having, I decide either to 
put forward my point of 
view or listen to what the 
other person has to say. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

59 In situations like this, it 
is more important that I 
state my point of view, 
rather than listen to the 
other person. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

60 I place equal importance 
on expressing my point 
of view and listening to 
the other person so that 
the best outcome for all 
can be achieved. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 
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 RESPONSE  How effective is 
this response in 
resolving the 
situation? 

How effective is 
this response in 
maintaining your 
relationship with 
the other person? 

How effective is 
this response in 
managing the 
emotion in the 
situation? 

  
Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

61 I keep talking to the 
other person, but about 
unrelated issues in order 
to establish some 
common ground 
between us. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

62 In situations like this, I 
find it is important to 
listen to what the other 
person has to say, 
rather than state my 
views. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

63 I decide to say nothing 
about the issue of 
concern 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

64 I can’t look after myself 
and the other person, 
so, depending on how 
the other person 
behaves, I decide either 
to listen to what the 
other person has to say 
or to put forward my 
own point of view. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

65 In situations like this, I 
find it is important to 
take account of the 
other person’s needs 
rather than my own. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

66 I am equally concerned 
with both mine and the 
other person’s points of 
view, in order to work 
towards a good outcome 
for both of us. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 
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Here is another set of responses.  Consider difficult face-to-face 
situations at work which are stressful, difficult or troubling in some 
way, either because you feel distressed about what is happening or 
you have to use considerable effort to deal with the situation.  
Please rate the effectiveness of each of the following responses: 
 

 RESPONSE  How effective is 
this response in 
resolving the 
situation? 

How effective is 
this response in 
maintaining your 
relationship with 
the other person? 

How effective is 
this response in 
managing the 
emotion in the 
situation? 

  
Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

67 I try to get the person 
responsible to change 
his or her mind. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

68 I come up with a 
couple of different 
solutions to the 
problem. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

69 I think about how a 
person I admire would 
handle the situation 
and use that as a 
model. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

70 I express anger to the 
person(s) who caused 
the problem. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

71 I come out of the 
experience better than 
when I went in. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

72 I ask a relative or 
friend I respect for 
advice. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

73 I try to make myself 
feel better by eating, 
drinking, smoking, 
using drugs or 
medication, and so 
forth. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

74 I go on as if nothing 
has happened. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

75 I draw on my past 
experiences; I have 
been in a similar 
situation before. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

76 I don’t let it get to me; 
refuse to think about it 
too much. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

77 I realise that I brought 
the problem on myself. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

78 I try to forget the whole 
thing. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 
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 RESPONSE  How effective is 
this response in 
resolving the 
situation? 

How effective is 
this response in 
maintaining your 
relationship with 
the other person? 

How effective is 
this response in 
managing the 
emotion in the 
situation? 

  
Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

79 I go along with fate; 
sometimes I just have 
bad luck. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

80 I try not to act too 
hastily or follow my 
first hunch. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

81 I go over in my mind 
what I would say or do. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

82 I look for the silver 
lining, so to speak; try 
to look on the bright 
side of things. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

83 I talk to someone to 
find out more about 
the situation. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

84 I stand my ground and 
fight for what I want. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

85 I talk to someone 
about how I am 
feeling. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

86 I get professional help.   
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

87 I do something which I 
don’t think will work, 
but at least I am doing 
something. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

88 I criticise or lecture 
myself. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

89 I make a promise to 
myself that things will 
be different next time. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

90 I am inspired to do 
something creative. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

91 I apologise or do 
something to make up. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

92 I just concentrate on 
what I have to do next 
– the next step. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

93 I let my feelings out 
somehow. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

94 I change something so 
things will turn out 
alright. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

95 I wish that the situation 
will go away or 
somehow be over with. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 
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 RESPONSE  How effective is 
this response in 
resolving the 
situation? 

How effective is 
this response in 
maintaining your 
relationship with 
the other person? 

How effective is 
this response in 
managing the 
emotion in the 
situation? 

  
Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

96 I talk to someone who 
can do something 
concrete about the 
problem. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

97 I hope a miracle will 
happen. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

98 I take it out on other 
people. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

99 I keep others from 
knowing how bad 
things are. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

100 I have fantasies about 
how things might turn 
out. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

101 I refuse to believe that 
it has happened. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

102 I pray.   
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

103 I sleep more than 
usual. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

104 I try to keep my 
feelings to myself. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

105 I rediscover what is 
important in life. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

106 I know what has to be 
done, so I double my 
efforts to make things 
work. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

107 I change or grow as a 
person in a good way. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

108 I avoid being with 
people in general. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

109 I try not to burn my 
bridges, but leave 
things open 
somewhat. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

110 I make a plan of action 
and follow it. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

111 I take a big chance or 
do something risky. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

112 I make light of the 
situation; refuse to get 
too serious about it. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

113 I try to keep my 
feelings from 
interfering with other 
things too much. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

114 I find new faith.   
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 
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 RESPONSE  How effective is 
this response in 
resolving the 
situation? 

How effective is 
this response in 
maintaining your 
relationship with 
the other person? 

How effective is 
this response in 
managing the 
emotion in the 
situation? 

  
Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

Not at all 
effective  

Very 
effective 

115 I accept sympathy and 
understanding from 
someone. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

116 I change something 
about myself. 

  
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
1    2    3   4    5    6    7 

 
 
 
 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
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C.4  Difficult Communication Questionnaire (Study 5) 

 
 

COMMUNICATION IN THE WORKPLACE 
 
This survey is part of a research program investigating communication in the 
workplace.  In this questionnaire, we are interested in investigating face-to-face 
communication situations which many people find difficult to manage effectively. 
 
Completion of this questionnaire is voluntary, and you may withdraw at any time.  
All completed questionnaires will remain strictly CONFIDENTIAL and 
ANONYMOUS.  Please do not write your name on the questionnaire.   
 
This research is being conducted by Leanne Whicker and supervised by  
Prof. Cindy Gallois.  The results of this research will be available to all participants 
upon request, so please let us know if you would like further information.   
 
If you have any questions regarding the questionnaire or you are uncertain about 
how to return the questionnaire, please contact Leanne Whicker on  
(07) 3878 6630 or 0418 795 486. 
 
RETURNING THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
There are boxes outside  room S330 in the Social Sciences Building for you to return 
the quesionnaire.   
 
1. Write your name and student number on the green slip.  These details are only 

used to ensure we give you credit for your participation in the research.  Tear 
off the green slip and place it in the box provided.  

 
2. Place the completed questionnaire in the other box provided.  The questionnaire 

and the green slip with your details on are separated to ensure your 
confidentiality. 

 
3. These boxes are cleared regularly, and credit is awarded if the questionnaire 

and green slips are completed fully.  You will receive 1 hour of credit for your 
participation. 

 
 
If you are unsure about how to return the questionnaire, just phone Leanne 
Whicker on 3878 6630, or 0418 795 486. 

 
Thank you for your participation.
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INFORMATION SHEET 
 
 
Please provide the following biographical information about yourself: 
 
1.  Gender  M  F    (please circle one) 
 
2.  Age:                        
 
3.  Major Course                          Faculty:                                                         
 
4.  Current employment (please tick one): 

a)  Employed full-time now: � 
b)  Employed part-time now: � 

 c)  Not currently employed: �  go to Question 7 
 
If you are currently employed full-time or part-time:  
5)  What is your current job title:                                                          (please specify) 
6)  How long have you been in your current job?   ____________                                                    
 
7).  Previous employment work experience: 

What is the length of time you have spent in: 
 

a)  Part-time employment                           
     (including your current job if employed part-time) 

b)  Full-time employment                           
     (including your current job if employed full-time) 
 
8).  Supervisory experience: 
  Have you had experience as a supervisor/manager:  (please tick one) 
 

a)  Never   � 
b)  Less than six months � 
c)  Six to twelve months � 

 d)  A number of years �                              (please specify how many) 
 
9). Have you ever participated in a seminar/workshop on 

communication/interpersonal skills training (please tick one) 
 

 a)  Yes  � 
    

 b)  No  � 
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Instructions: 
 
In this questionnaire we are interested in how you respond to various difficult face-to-face 
communication situations at work.  From our previous research we know that many people 
find certain situations difficult to manage (for example, giving negative feedback to 
someone about their work; responding to criticism; or trying to resolve a conflict with 
someone in an ongoing work relationship). 
 
In this questionnaire you will be asked to consider 4  difficult or stressful interactions that 
you have experienced at work.  You will be provided with the type of situation that we 
want you to describe, and will then be asked to think about, describe and rate a similar 
situation that you have actually experienced.  
 
These are the types of situations that are the focus of this questionnaire.  You will be asked 
to describe an example of each type of situation you have experienced. 
 

1. Responding to someone who is angry, aggressive or verbally 
abusive. 

2. Telling your manager that you were dissatisfied with their 
behaviour, or their treatment of you or a decision they had made.  

3. Trying to resolve a conflict or misunderstanding with another 
person in an ongoing work relationship. 

4. Responding to unfair personal criticism or blame. 
 
Often the way people deal with problematic situations depends upon the nature of the 
situation and who you are communicating with.  For this reason, we would like you to 
describe the actual situation that you experienced. 
 
 
SITUATION ONE:  DESCRIBE THE SITUATION/ENCOUNTER 
 
Take a few moments to think about an event or situation at work in which you had to 
interact with someone who was angry or aggressive or verbally abusive.  
• Consider the most recent instance when this happened that you remember clearly. 
• Think of the actual encounter when you were communicating face-to-face. 
• Try to think of an example with someone with whom you have an ongoing work 

relationship that is important to maintain; and 
• You felt it was important to manage the emotion in the situation (both your emotional 

response and the other person’s emotional response). 
 
Who was the person that was angry or aggressive?  What was your relationship to 
the other person in the encounter?  Was the other person: 
 A colleague   A supervisor/manager 
 A customer   Someone you were supervising 
 Other  _____________________(please describe) 

 
When did the encounter occur, approx.                 (months ago)                 (yrs ago). 
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As you reflect on the situation, please write brief notes to the following questions: 
Why was the other person angry or aggressive? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What did the other person say and do? 
 
 
 
 
 
How did you respond?  What did you say and do? 
 
 
 
 
 
How did this encounter make you feel?  What emotions did you experience?  
(please describe) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In relation to other stressful or difficult face-to-face communication situations 
that you have experienced, how would you rate this situation? 

not very stressful 1                2                3                4               5   most stressful situation I 
have experienced 

not disruptive at all 1                2                3                4               5   extremely disruptive 

not upsetting at all 1                2                3                4               5   extremely upsetting 

not difficult at all 1                2                3                4               5   extremely difficult 

not severe at all 1                2                3                4               5   extremely severe 
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How important were these issues to you in this situation? 
Issue: Not at all 

important 
Moderately 
important Very important 

Maintaining your working relationship with the 
other person. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your own emotional state – preventing your 
feelings from being hurt. 1              2             3              4              5 

The other person’s emotional state – preventing 
their feelings from being hurt. 1              2             3              4              5 

Losing control of your emotions. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your reputation or how you are perceived by 
others. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your self-confidence, self-esteem or how you 
perceive yourself. 1              2             3              4              5 

Resolution of the situation – not making the 
situation worse. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your job or career prospects. 1              2             3              4              5 

The work atmosphere or relations among other 
work colleagues. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your physical safety. 1              2             3              4              5 

Responding effectively and appropriately to the 
situation. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your pride or dignity. 1              2             3              4              5 

 
Consider each item below, and indicate to what extent they describe the situation 
that you encountered. 
At the time, how confident were you that you would be able to deal effectively with the situation? 

1 
Not at all confident 

2 
Not very confident 

3 
Fairly confident 

4 
Very confident 

5 
Extremely confident 

 
At the time, how well do you think you dealt with the situation? 

1 
Not well at all 

2 
Not very well 

3 
Fairly well 

4 
Quite well 

5 
Very well 

 
At the time, how effective did you think your attempts to deal with the situation would be? 

1 
Not at effective at all 

2 
Not very effective 

3 
Fairly effective 

4 
Quite effective 

5 
Very effective 

 
At the time, how certain were you that you would be able to deal effectively with the situation? 

1 
Not at all certain 

2 
Not very certain 

3 
Fairly certain 

4 
Very certain 

5 
Extremely certain 

 
At the time, how difficult was it for you to deal with the situation? 

1 
Not at difficult at all 

2 
Not very difficult 

3 
Fairly difficult 

4 
Very difficult 

5 
Extremely difficult 

 
 Compared to other people, how capable did you feel to deal effectively with the situation? 

1 
Not capable at all 

2 
Not very capable 

3 
Fairly capable 

4 
Very capable 

5 
Extremely capable 
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In the situation you have described: 
Not at all Moderately Very much 

How much did you feel that the outcome of the 
situation was beyond your control? 1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that the situation was 
something you could change or do something about? 1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that you had to accept the 
situation as there was nothing you could do to change 
it? 

1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that you could take steps to 
resolve the situation? 1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that the outcome of the 
situation would be influenced by factors external (e.g. 
chance) to yourself? 

1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that your abilities would 
influence the outcome of the situation? 1              2             3              4              5 

 
Who was responsible or to blame for the situation? 

You were 
completely 

responsible for the 
situation occurring 

 
1                2                3                4               5       

You and the other person 
were equally responsible 

The other person 
was completely 

responsible for the 
situation occurring 

 
Listed below are a number of response strategies.  Consider each strategy and 
indicate to what extent the strategy describes your response. 

 To what extent did you use these strategies 
in the situation: 

Very small 
extent 

Moderate 
extent 

Large 
extent 

FL42 I avoided being with people in general. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL33 I kept others from knowing how bad things were. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL12 I tried to forget the whole thing. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL8 I went on as if nothing had happened. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL29 
I wished that the situation would go away or 
somehow be over with. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL39 I rediscovered what is important in life. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL25 I apologised or did something to make up. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL50 I changed something about myself. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL24 I was inspired to do something creative. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL41 I changed or grew as a person in a good way. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL9 I drew on my past experiences of similar situations. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL17 
I talked to someone to find out more about the 
situation. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL15 I went over in my mind what I would say or do. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL2 
I came up with a couple of different solutions to the 
problem. 1          2          3          4          5 
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 To what extent did you use these strategies 

in the situation: 
Very small 
extent 

Moderate 
extent 

Large 
extent 

FL14 I tried not to act too hastily or follow my first hunch. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK 18 
I tried to find a fair combination of gains and losses 
for both of us. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK30 I tried to find a compromise solution. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK22 
I tried to find a position that was intermediate 
between his/hers and mine. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK8 I told the person my ideas and asked for his/hers. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK25 
I consistently sought the other’s help in working out 
a solution. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK33 I tried not to hurt the other’s feelings. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK35 
I let the other person maintain their views because it 
made them happy. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK31 
I avoided taking positions which would create 
controversy. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK11 
I tried to soothe the other’s feelings and preserve our 
relationship. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK4 I tried to do what was necessary to avoid tensions. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK29 I pressed to get my points made. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK21 I made some effort to get my way. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK15 
I tried to convince the other person of the merits of 
my position. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK2 I tried to win my position. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK10 I asserted my wishes. 1          2          3          4          5 

W5 I was polite and tactful with the other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W6 I did not verbally attack the other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W8 I remained calm with the other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W13 
I did not become angry or rude when frustrated with 
the other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W14 I listened carefully to the other person’s views. 1          2          3          4          5 

W1 I defended myself or my point of view. 1          2          3          4          5 

W2 I gave an explanation for my point of view. 1          2          3          4          5 

W3 
I gave reasons or explained my point of view to the 
other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W10 
I readily expressed my point of view to the person 
who was causing me a problem. 1          2          3          4          5 

W11 
I put forward my explanation of the situation 
causing the problem. 1          2          3          4          5 
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OUTCOME 
What was the outcome of the situation?   

The initial problem or 
conflict was not resolved at 

all 
1                2                3                4               5 

The initial problem or 
conflict was resolved 

completely 

I felt very dissatisfied with 
the outcome 1                2                3                4               5    I felt very satisfied with the 

outcome 

The other person felt very 
dissatisfied with the 

outcome 
1                2                3                4               5    The other person felt very 

satisfied with the outcome 

My relationship with the 
other person was damaged 

greatly 
1                2                3                4               5 

My relationship with the 
other person was improved 

greatly 

The long-term consequences 
of the situation were very 

unsatisfactory 
1                2                3                4               5 

The long-term consequences 
of the situation were very 

satisfactory 

 
 
 
 
SITUATION TWO:  DESCRIBE THE SITUATION/ENCOUNTER 
 
Take a few moments to think about an event or situation at work in which you had to tell 
your manager that you were dissatisfied with their behaviour, or their treatment of you 
or a decision they had made. 
• Consider the most recent instance when this happened that you remember clearly. 
• Think of the actual encounter when you were communicating face-to-face. 
• Try to think of an example with someone with whom you have an ongoing work 

relationship that is important to maintain, and 
• You felt it was important to manage the emotion in the situation (both your emotional 

response and the other person’s emotional response). 
 
What was your relationship to the other person in the encounter?  Was the other 
person:  
 Your supervisor 
 Your manager 
 A work superior or senior person, but not your manager or supervisor 
 Other  _____________________(please describe) 

 
When did the encounter occur, approx.                 (months ago)                 (yrs ago). 
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As you reflect on the situation, please write brief notes to the following 
questions: 
Why did you tell them that you were dissatisfied with their behaviour, their 
treatment of you or a decision they have made? 
 
 
 
 
 
What did the other person say and do? 
 
 
 
 
 
How did you respond?  What did you say and do? 
 
 
 
 
 
How did this encounter make you feel?  What emotions did you experience?  
(please describe) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In relation to other stressful or difficult face-to-face communication situations 
that you have experienced, how would you rate this situation? 

not very stressful 1                2                3                4               5   most stressful situation I 
have experienced 

not disruptive at all 1                2                3                4               5   extremely disruptive 

not upsetting at all 1                2                3                4               5   extremely upsetting 

not difficult at all 1                2                3                4               5   extremely difficult 

not severe at all 1                2                3                4               5   extremely severe 
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How important were these issues to you in this situation? 
 

Issue: Not at all 
important 

Moderately 
important Very important 

Maintaining your working relationship with the 
other person. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your own emotional state – preventing your 
feelings from being hurt. 1              2             3              4              5 

The other person’s emotional state – preventing 
their feelings from being hurt. 1              2             3              4              5 

Losing control of your emotions. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your reputation or how you are perceived by 
others. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your self-confidence, self-esteem or how you 
perceive yourself. 1              2             3              4              5 

Resolution of the situation – not making the 
situation worse. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your job or career prospects. 1              2             3              4              5 

The work atmosphere or relations among other 
work colleagues. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your physical safety. 1              2             3              4              5 

Responding effectively and appropriately to the 
situation. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your pride or dignity. 1              2             3              4              5 

 
Consider each item below, and indicate to what extent they describe the situation 
that you encountered. 
At the time, how confident were you that you would be able to deal effectively with the situation? 

1 
Not at all confident 

2 
Not very confident 

3 
Fairly confident 

4 
Very confident 

5 
Extremely confident 

 
At the time, how well do you think you dealt with the situation? 

1 
Not well at all 

2 
Not very well 

3 
Fairly well 

4 
Quite well 

5 
Very well 

 
At the time, how effective did you think your attempts to deal with the situation would be? 

1 
Not at effective at all 

2 
Not very effective 

3 
Fairly effective 

4 
Quite effective 

5 
Very effective 

 
At the time, how certain were you that you would be able to deal effectively with the situation? 

1 
Not at all certain 

2 
Not very certain 

3 
Fairly certain 

4 
Very certain 

5 
Extremely certain 

 
At the time, how difficult was it for you to deal with the situation? 

1 
Not at difficult at all 

2 
Not very difficult 

3 
Fairly difficult 

4 
Very difficult 

5 
Extremely difficult 

 
 Compared to other people, how capable did you feel to deal effectively with the situation? 

1 
Not capable at all 

2 
Not very capable 

3 
Fairly capable 

4 
Very capable 

5 
Extremely capable 
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In the situation you have described: 
Not at all Moderately Very much 

How much did you feel that the outcome of the 
situation was beyond your control? 1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that the situation was 
something you could change or do something about? 1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that you had to accept the 
situation as there was nothing you could do to change 
it? 

1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that you could take steps to 
resolve the situation? 1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that the outcome of the 
situation would be influenced by factors external (e.g. 
chance) to yourself? 

1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that your abilities would 
influence the outcome of the situation? 1              2             3              4              5 

 
Who was responsible or to blame for the situation? 

You were 
completely 

responsible for the 
situation occurring 

 
1                2                3                4               5       

You and the other person 
were equally responsible 

The other person 
was completely 

responsible for the 
situation occurring 

 
Listed below are a number of response strategies.  Consider each strategy and 
indicate to what extent the strategy describes your response. 

 To what extent did you use these strategies 
in the situation: 

Very small 
extent 

Moderate 
extent 

Large 
extent 

FL42 I avoided being with people in general. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL33 I kept others from knowing how bad things were. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL12 I tried to forget the whole thing. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL8 I went on as if nothing had happened. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL29 
I wished that the situation would go away or 
somehow be over with. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL39 I rediscovered what is important in life. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL25 I apologised or did something to make up. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL50 I changed something about myself. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL24 I was inspired to do something creative. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL41 I changed or grew as a person in a good way. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL9 I drew on my past experiences of similar situations. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL17 
I talked to someone to find out more about the 
situation. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL15 I went over in my mind what I would say or do. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL2 
I came up with a couple of different solutions to the 
problem. 1          2          3          4          5 



367 
 To what extent did you use these strategies 

in the situation: 
Very small 
extent 

Moderate 
extent 

Large 
extent 

FL14 I tried not to act too hastily or follow my first hunch. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK 18 
I tried to find a fair combination of gains and losses 
for both of us. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK30 I tried to find a compromise solution. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK22 
I tried to find a position that was intermediate 
between his/hers and mine. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK8 I told the person my ideas and asked for his/hers. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK25 
I consistently sought the other’s help in working out 
a solution. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK33 I tried not to hurt the other’s feelings. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK35 
I let the other person maintain their views because it 
made them happy. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK31 
I  avoided taking positions which would create 
controversy. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK11 
I tried to soothe the other’s feelings and preserve our 
relationship. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK4 I tried to do what was necessary to avoid tensions. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK29 I pressed to get my points made. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK21 I made some effort to get my way. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK15 
I tried to convince the other person of the merits of 
my position. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK2 I tried to win my position. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK10 I asserted my wishes. 1          2          3          4          5 

W5 I was polite and tactful with the other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W6 I did not verbally attack the other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W8 I remained calm with the other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W13 
I did not become angry or rude when frustrated with 
the other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W14 I listened carefully to the other person’s views. 1          2          3          4          5 

W1 I defended myself or my point of view. 1          2          3          4          5 

W2 I gave an explanation for my point of view. 1          2          3          4          5 

W3 
I gave reasons or explained my point of view to the 
other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W10 
I readily expressed my point of view to the person 
who was causing me a problem. 1          2          3          4          5 

W11 
I put forward my explanation of the situation 
causing the problem. 1          2          3          4          5 
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OUTCOME 
What was the outcome of the situation?   

The initial problem or 
conflict was not resolved at 

all 
1                2                3                4               5 

The initial problem or 
conflict was resolved 

completely 

I felt very dissatisfied with 
the outcome 1                2                3                4               5    I felt very satisfied with the 

outcome 

The other person felt very 
dissatisfied with the 

outcome 
1                2                3                4               5    The other person felt very 

satisfied with the outcome 

My relationship with the 
other person was damaged 

greatly 
1                2                3                4               5 

My relationship with the 
other person was improved 

greatly 

The long-term consequences 
of the situation were very 

unsatisfactory 
1                2                3                4               5 

The long-term consequences 
of the situation were very 

satisfactory 

 
 
 
 
 
 
SITUATION THREE:  DESCRIBE THE SITUATION/ENCOUNTER 
 
Take a few moments to think about an event or situation at work in which you were trying 
to resolve a conflict or misunderstanding with another person in an ongoing work 
relationship. 
• Consider the most recent instance when this happened that you remember clearly. 
• Think of the actual encounter when you were communicating face-to-face. 
• Try to think of an example with someone with whom you have an ongoing work 

relationship that is important to maintain, and 
• You felt it was important to manage the emotion in the situation (both your emotional 

response and the other person’s emotional response). 
 
Who was the person that you had a conflict or misunderstanding with?  What 
was your relationship to the other person in the encounter?  Was the other 
person: 
 
 A colleague   A supervisor/manager 
 A customer   Someone you were supervising 
 Other  _____________________(please describe) 

 
When did the encounter occur, approx.                 (months ago)                 (yrs ago). 
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As you reflect on the situation, please write brief notes to the following 
questions: 
Why was there a conflict or misunderstanding with the other person? 
 
 
 
 
 
What did the other person say and do? 
 
 
 
 
 
How did you respond?  What did you say and do? 
 
 
 
 
 
How did this encounter make you feel?  What emotions did you experience?  
(please describe) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In relation to other stressful or difficult face-to-face communication situations 
that you have experienced, how would you rate this situation? 

not very stressful 1                2                3                4               5   most stressful situation I 
have experienced 

not disruptive at all 1                2                3                4               5   extremely disruptive 

not upsetting at all 1                2                3                4               5   extremely upsetting 

not difficult at all 1                2                3                4               5   extremely difficult 

not severe at all 1                2                3                4               5   extremely severe 
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How important were these issues to you in this situation? 
 

Issue: Not at all 
important 

Moderately 
important Very important 

Maintaining your working relationship with the 
other person. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your own emotional state – preventing your 
feelings from being hurt. 1              2             3              4              5 

The other person’s emotional state – preventing 
their feelings from being hurt. 1              2             3              4              5 

Losing control of your emotions. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your reputation or how you are perceived by 
others. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your self-confidence, self-esteem or how you 
perceive yourself. 1              2             3              4              5 

Resolution of the situation – not making the 
situation worse. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your job or career prospects. 1              2             3              4              5 

The work atmosphere or relations among other 
work colleagues. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your physical safety. 1              2             3              4              5 

Responding effectively and appropriately to the 
situation. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your pride or dignity. 1              2             3              4              5 

 
Consider each item below, and indicate to what extent they describe the situation 
that you encountered. 
At the time, how confident were you that you would be able to deal effectively with the situation? 

1 
Not at all confident 

2 
Not very confident 

3 
Fairly confident 

4 
Very confident 

5 
Extremely confident 

 
At the time, how well do you think you dealt with the situation? 

1 
Not well at all 

2 
Not very well 

3 
Fairly well 

4 
Quite well 

5 
Very well 

 
At the time, how effective did you think your attempts to deal with the situation would be? 

1 
Not at effective at all 

2 
Not very effective 

3 
Fairly effective 

4 
Quite effective 

5 
Very effective 

 
At the time, how certain were you that you would be able to deal effectively with the situation? 

1 
Not at all certain 

2 
Not very certain 

3 
Fairly certain 

4 
Very certain 

5 
Extremely certain 

 
At the time, how difficult was it for you to deal with the situation? 

1 
Not at difficult at all 

2 
Not very difficult 

3 
Fairly difficult 

4 
Very difficult 

5 
Extremely difficult 

 
 Compared to other people, how capable did you feel to deal effectively with the situation? 

1 
Not capable at all 

2 
Not very capable 

3 
Fairly capable 

4 
Very capable 

5 
Extremely capable 



371 

In the situation you have described: 
Not at all Moderately Very much 

How much did you feel that the outcome of the 
situation was beyond your control? 1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that the situation was 
something you could change or do something about? 1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that you had to accept the 
situation as there was nothing you could do to change 
it? 

1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that you could take steps to 
resolve the situation? 1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that the outcome of the 
situation would be influenced by factors external (e.g. 
chance) to yourself? 

1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that your abilities would 
influence the outcome of the situation? 1              2             3              4              5 

 
Who was responsible or to blame for the situation? 

You were 
completely 

responsible for the 
situation occurring 

 
1                2                3                4               5       

You and the other person 
were equally responsible 

The other person 
was completely 

responsible for the 
situation occurring 

 
Listed below are a number of response strategies.  Consider each strategy and 
indicate to what extent the strategy describes your response. 

 To what extent did you use these strategies 
in the situation: 

Very small 
extent 

Moderate 
extent 

Large 
extent 

FL42 I avoided being with people in general. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL33 I kept others from knowing how bad things were. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL12 I tried to forget the whole thing. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL8 I went on as if nothing had happened. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL29 
I wished that the situation would go away or 
somehow be over with. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL39 I rediscovered what is important in life. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL25 I apologised or did something to make up. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL50 I changed something about myself. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL24 I was inspired to do something creative. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL41 I changed or grew as a person in a good way. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL9 I drew on my past experiences of similar situations. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL17 
I talked to someone to find out more about the 
situation. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL15 I went over in my mind what I would say or do. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL2 
I came up with a couple of different solutions to the 
problem. 1          2          3          4          5 
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 To what extent did you use these strategies 

in the situation: 
Very small 
extent 

Moderate 
extent 

Large 
extent 

FL14 I tried not to act too hastily or follow my first hunch. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK 18 
I tried to find a fair combination of gains and losses 
for both of us. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK30 I tried to find a compromise solution. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK22 
I tried to find a position that was intermediate 
between his/hers and mine. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK8 I told the person my ideas and asked for his/hers. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK25 
I consistently sought the other’s help in working out 
a solution. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK33 I tried not to hurt the other’s feelings. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK35 
I let the other person maintain their views because it 
made them happy. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK31 
I  avoided taking positions which would create 
controversy. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK11 
I tried to soothe the other’s feelings and preserve our 
relationship. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK4 I tried to do what was necessary to avoid tensions. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK29 I pressed to get my points made. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK21 I made some effort to get my way. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK15 
I tried to convince the other person of the merits of 
my position. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK2 I tried to win my position. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK10 I asserted my wishes. 1          2          3          4          5 

W5 I was polite and tactful with the other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W6 I did not verbally attack the other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W8 I remained calm with the other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W13 
I did not become angry or rude when frustrated with 
the other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W14 I listened carefully to the other person’s views. 1          2          3          4          5 

W1 I defended myself or my point of view. 1          2          3          4          5 

W2 I gave an explanation for my point of view. 1          2          3          4          5 

W3 
I gave reasons or explained my point of view to the 
other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W10 
I readily expressed my point of view to the person 
who was causing me a problem. 1          2          3          4          5 

W11 
I put forward my explanation of the situation 
causing the problem. 1          2          3          4          5 
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OUTCOME 
What was the outcome of the situation?   

The initial problem or 
conflict was not resolved at 

all 
1                2                3                4               5 

The initial problem or 
conflict was resolved 

completely 

I felt very dissatisfied with 
the outcome 1                2                3                4               5    I felt very satisfied with the 

outcome 

The other person felt very 
dissatisfied with the 

outcome 
1                2                3                4               5    The other person felt very 

satisfied with the outcome 

My relationship with the 
other person was damaged 

greatly 
1                2                3                4               5 

My relationship with the 
other person was improved 

greatly 

The long-term consequences 
of the situation were very 

unsatisfactory 
1                2                3                4               5 

The long-term consequences 
of the situation were very 

satisfactory 

 
 
 
 
 
SITUATION FOUR:  DESCRIBE THE SITUATION/ENCOUNTER 
 
Take a few moments to think about an event or situation at work in which you had to 
respond to unfair personal criticism or blame. 
 
• Consider the most recent instance when this happened that you remember clearly. 
• Think of the actual encounter when you were communicating face-to-face. 
• Try to think of an example with someone with whom you have an ongoing work 

relationship that is important to maintain, and 
• You felt it was important to manage the emotion in the situation (both your emotional 

response and the other person’s emotional response). 
 
Who was the person that was criticising you unfairly?  What was your 
relationship to the other person in the encounter?  Was the other person: 
 A colleague   A supervisor/manager 
 A customer   Someone you were supervising 
 Other  _____________________(please describe) 

 
When did the encounter occur, approx.                 (months ago)                 (yrs ago). 
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As you reflect on the situation, please write brief notes to the following 
questions: 
Why was the other person criticising or blaming you unfairly? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What did the other person say and do? 
 
 
 
 
 
How did you respond?  What did you say and do? 
 
 
 
 
 
How did this encounter make you feel?  What emotions did you experience?  
(please describe) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In relation to other stressful or difficult face-to-face communication situations 
that you have experienced, how would you rate this situation? 

not very stressful 1                2                3                4               5   most stressful situation I 
have experienced 

not disruptive at all 1                2                3                4               5   extremely disruptive 

not upsetting at all 1                2                3                4               5   extremely upsetting 

not difficult at all 1                2                3                4               5   extremely difficult 

not severe at all 1                2                3                4               5   extremely severe 
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How important were these issues to you in this situation? 
 

Issue: Not at all 
important 

Moderately 
important Very important 

Maintaining your working relationship with the 
other person. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your own emotional state – preventing your 
feelings from being hurt. 1              2             3              4              5 

The other person’s emotional state – preventing 
their feelings from being hurt. 1              2             3              4              5 

Losing control of your emotions. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your reputation or how you are perceived by 
others. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your self-confidence, self-esteem or how you 
perceive yourself. 1              2             3              4              5 

Resolution of the situation – not making the 
situation worse. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your job or career prospects. 1              2             3              4              5 

The work atmosphere or relations among other 
work colleagues. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your physical safety. 1              2             3              4              5 

Responding effectively and appropriately to the 
situation. 1              2             3              4              5 

Your pride or dignity. 1              2             3              4              5 

 
Consider each item below, and indicate to what extent they describe the situation 
that you encountered. 
At the time, how confident were you that you would be able to deal effectively with the situation? 

1 
Not at all confident 

2 
Not very confident 

3 
Fairly confident 

4 
Very confident 

5 
Extremely confident 

 
At the time, how well do you think you dealt with the situation? 

1 
Not well at all 

2 
Not very well 

3 
Fairly well 

4 
Quite well 

5 
Very well 

 
At the time, how effective did you think your attempts to deal with the situation would be? 

1 
Not at effective at all 

2 
Not very effective 

3 
Fairly effective 

4 
Quite effective 

5 
Very effective 

 
At the time, how certain were you that you would be able to deal effectively with the situation? 

1 
Not at all certain 

2 
Not very certain 

3 
Fairly certain 

4 
Very certain 

5 
Extremely certain 

 
At the time, how difficult was it for you to deal with the situation? 

1 
Not at difficult at all 

2 
Not very difficult 

3 
Fairly difficult 

4 
Very difficult 

5 
Extremely difficult 

 
 Compared to other people, how capable did you feel to deal effectively with the situation? 

1 
Not capable at all 

2 
Not very capable 

3 
Fairly capable 

4 
Very capable 

5 
Extremely capable 
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In the situation you have described: 
Not at all Moderately Very much 

How much did you feel that the outcome of the 
situation was beyond your control? 1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that the situation was 
something you could change or do something about? 1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that you had to accept the 
situation as there was nothing you could do to change 
it? 

1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that you could take steps to 
resolve the situation? 1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that the outcome of the 
situation would be influenced by factors external (e.g. 
chance) to yourself? 

1              2             3              4              5 

How much did you feel that your abilities would 
influence the outcome of the situation? 1              2             3              4              5 

 
Who was responsible or to blame for the situation? 

You were 
completely 

responsible for the 
situation occurring 

 
1                2                3                4               5       

You and the other person 
were equally responsible 

The other person 
was completely 

responsible for the 
situation occurring 

 
Listed below are a number of response strategies.  Consider each strategy and 
indicate to what extent the strategy describes your response. 

 To what extent did you use these strategies 
in the situation: 

Very small 
extent 

Moderate 
extent 

Large 
extent 

FL42 I avoided being with people in general. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL33 I kept others from knowing how bad things were. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL12 I tried to forget the whole thing. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL8 I went on as if nothing had happened. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL29 
I wished that the situation would go away or 
somehow be over with. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL39 I rediscovered what is important in life. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL25 I apologised or did something to make up. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL50 I changed something about myself. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL24 I was inspired to do something creative. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL41 I changed or grew as a person in a good way. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL9 I drew on my past experiences of similar situations. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL17 
I talked to someone to find out more about the 
situation. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL15 I went over in my mind what I would say or do. 1          2          3          4          5 

FL2 
I came up with a couple of different solutions to the 
problem. 1          2          3          4          5 
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 To what extent did you use these strategies 

in the situation: 
Very small 
extent 

Moderate 
extent 

Large 
extent 

FL14 I tried not to act too hastily or follow my first hunch. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK 18 
I tried to find a fair combination of gains and losses 
for both of us. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK30 I tried to find a compromise solution. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK22 
I tried to find a position that was intermediate 
between his/hers and mine. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK8 I told the person my ideas and asked for his/hers. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK25 
I consistently sought the other’s help in working out 
a solution. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK33 I tried not to hurt the other’s feelings. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK35 
I let the other person maintain their views because it 
made them happy. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK31 
I avoided taking positions which would create 
controversy. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK11 
I tried to soothe the other’s feelings and preserve our 
relationship. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK4 I tried to do what was necessary to avoid tensions. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK29 I pressed to get my points made. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK21 I made some effort to get my way. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK15 
I tried to convince the other person of the merits of 
my position. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK2 I tried to win my position. 1          2          3          4          5 

TK10 I asserted my wishes. 1          2          3          4          5 

W5 I was polite and tactful with the other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W6 I did not verbally attack the other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W8 I remained calm with the other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W13 
I did not become angry or rude when frustrated with 
the other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W14 I listened carefully to the other person’s views. 1          2          3          4          5 

W1 I defended myself or my point of view. 1          2          3          4          5 

W2 I gave an explanation for my point of view. 1          2          3          4          5 

W3 
I gave reasons or explained my point of view to the 
other person. 1          2          3          4          5 

W10 
I readily expressed my point of view to the person 
who was causing me a problem. 1          2          3          4          5 

W11 
I put forward my explanation of the situation 
causing the problem. 1          2          3          4          5 
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OUTCOME 
What was the outcome of the situation?   

The initial problem or 
conflict was not resolved at 

all 
1                2                3                4               5 

The initial problem or 
conflict was resolved 

completely 

I felt very dissatisfied with 
the outcome 1                2                3                4               5    I felt very satisfied with the 

outcome 

The other person felt very 
dissatisfied with the 

outcome 
1                2                3                4               5    The other person felt very 

satisfied with the outcome 

My relationship with the 
other person was damaged 

greatly 
1                2                3                4               5 

My relationship with the 
other person was improved 

greatly 

The long-term consequences 
of the situation were very 

unsatisfactory 
1                2                3                4               5 

The long-term consequences 
of the situation were very 

satisfactory 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you very much for your participation 
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Appendix D 
 

D.1 Data File Description for Study 2 Data 
 
  

Column 
Heading 

Description 

A1 Participant identification 
A2 Gender (participants completing Version 1):  1=Male; 

2=Female 
A3 Gender (participants completing Version 2):  1=Male; 

2=Female 
A4 Age (participants completing Version 1): Years  

A5 Age (participants completing Version 2): Years 

A6 Length of part-time employment experience (participants 
completing Version 1): Years 

A7 Length of part-time employment experience (participants 
completing Version 2): Years 

A8 Length of full-time employment experience (participants 
completing Version 1): Years 

A9 Length of full-time employment experience (participants 
completing Version 2): Years 

A10 Length of experience as supervisor/manager groups 
(participants completing Version 1) 
 1=never 
 2=less than 6 months 
 3=6 to 12 months 
 4=more than 12 months 

A11 Length of experience as supervisor/manager groups 
(participants completing Version 2) 
 1=never 
 2=less than 6 months 
 3=6 to 12 months 
 4=more than 12 months 

A12 Length of experience as supervisor/manager (participants 
completing Version 1): Years 

A13 Length of experience as supervisor/manager (participants 
completing Version 2): Years 

B1-B230 Items 1 to 230 (Version 1) of the questionnaire: 1 to 9 
B231-B465 Items 231 to 465 (Version 2) of the questionnaire: 1 to 9 
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Column 
Heading 

Description 

C1–C31 Ratings of 31 difficult situations at work: frequency: 1 to 9 
D1-D31 Ratings of 31 difficult situations at work: difficulty: 1 to 9  
E1–E31 Ratings of 31 difficult situations at work: need to learn better 

ways of managing: 1 to 9  
 Demographic data (Sample 2) 

A1 Participant identification 
A2 Gender:  1=Male; 2=Female 

A3 Age: Years 

A4 Length of part-time employment: Years 

A5 Length of full-time employment: Years 

A6 Length of experience as supervisor/manager groups 1=never 
 2=less than 6 months 
 3=6 to 12 months 
 4=more than 12 months 

A7 Length of experience as supervisor/manager: Years 

F1–G31 Ratings of 31 difficult situations at work: how central or 
important: 1 to 9  

G1–G31 Ratings of 31 difficult situations at work: how much does a 
good outcome depend on your behaviour: 1 to 9  

H1–H31 Ratings of 31 difficult situations at work: how much does a 
good outcome depend on the other person’s behaviour: 1 to 
9  

I1–I31 Ratings of 31 difficult situations at work: how direct are you 
in managing: 1 to 9  

A1-A7 Demographic data (Sample 3): (as described for Sample 2) 
J1 – J31 Ratings of 31 difficult situations at work: emotional arousal: 

1 to 9 
K1–K31 Ratings of 31 difficult situations at work: how responsible 

for a good outcome: 1 to 9  
L–L31 Ratings of 31 difficult situations at work: how much control: 

1 to 9  
M1–M31 Ratings of 31 difficult situations at work: focus on other’s 

needs: 1 to 9  
N1–N31 Ratings of 31 difficult situations at work: focus on own 

needs: 1 to 9  
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Appendix D 
 

D.2 Data File Description for Study 4 Data 
 
 
Column 
Heading 

Description 

A1 Participant identification 
A2 Participant gender: 

1=Male 
2=Female 

A3 Participant age: Years 
A4 Length of time in part-time employment: Years 
A5 Length of time in full-time employment: Years 
A6 Length of experience as supervisor/manager: 

 1=never 
 2=less than 6 months 
 3=6 to 12 months 
 4=more than 12 months 

A7 Length of experience as supervisor/manager: Years 
B1-B37 Items from Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument 

(1974) – ratings of effectiveness in resolving the situation 
C1-C15 Items from Wilson & Gallois (1993) – ratings of 

effectiveness in resolving the situation: 1 to 7 
D1-D14 Items from Baxter(1990) – ratings of effectiveness in 

resolving the situation: 1 to 7 
E1-E50 Items from Folkman & Lazarus (1988b) – ratings of 

effectiveness in resolving the situation: 1 to 7 
F1-F37 Items from Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument 

(1974) – ratings of effectiveness in maintaining the 
relationship: 1 to 7 

G1-G15 Items from Wilson & Gallois (1993) – ratings of 
effectiveness in maintaining the relationship: 1 to 7 

H1-H14 Items from Baxter(1990) – ratings of effectiveness in 
maintaining the relationship: 1 to 7 

I1-I50 Items from Folkman & Lazarus (1988b) – ratings of 
effectiveness in maintaining the relationship: 1 to 7 

J1-J37 Items from Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument 
(1974) – ratings of effectiveness in managing the emotion: 1 
to 7 

K1-K15 Items from Wilson & Gallois (1993) – ratings of 
effectiveness in managing the emotion: 1 to 7 

L1-L14 Items from Baxter(1990) – ratings of effectiveness in 
managing the emotion: 1 to 7 

M1-M50 Items from Folkman & Lazarus (1988b) – ratings of 
effectiveness in managing the emotion: 1 to 7 
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Appendix D 
 

D.3 Data File Description for Study 5 Data 
 
 
Column 
Heading 

Description 

A1 Participant identification 
A2 Participant gender: 

1=Male 
2=Female 

A3 Participant age: Years 
A4 Length of time in part-time employment: Years 
A5 Length of time in full-time employment: Years 
A6 Length of experience as supervisor/manager: 

 1=never 
 2=less than 6 months 
 3=6 to 12 months 
 4=more than 12 months 

A7 Length of experience as supervisor/manager: Years 
A8 Relationship to other person in the situation 

1=colleague 
2=supervisor/manager 
3=subordinate 
4=customer 
5=other 

A9 Length of time ago situation occurred: Years 
B1-B5 Appraised stressfulness ratings: 1 to 5 (Responding to someone 

angry or aggressive) 
C1-C12 Primary appraisal items, ratings of ‘stakes’:1 to 5 (Responding 

to someone angry or aggressive) 
D1-D6 Self-efficacy items:  1 to 5 (Responding to someone angry or 

aggressive) 
E1-E6 Situational control items: 1 to 5 (Responding to someone angry 

or aggressive) 
F1-F40 Response strategies items: 1 to 5 (Responding to someone 

angry or aggressive) 
G1-G5 Outcome of situation: 1 to 5 (Responding to someone angry or 

aggressive) 
H1-H5 Appraised stressfulness ratings: 1 to 5 (Responding to unfair 

criticism) 
I1-I12 Primary appraisal items, ratings of ‘stakes’:1 to 5 (Responding 

to unfair criticism) 
J1-J6 Self-efficacy items:  1 to 5 (Responding to unfair criticism) 
K1-K6 Situational control items: 1 to 5 (Responding to unfair 

criticism) 
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Column 
Heading 

Description 

L1-L40 Response strategies items: 1 to 5 (Responding to unfair 
criticism) 

M1-M5 Outcome of situation: 1 to 5 (Responding to unfair criticism) 
N1-N5 Appraised stressfulness ratings: 1 to 5 (Trying to resolve a 

conflict) 
O1-O12 Primary appraisal items, ratings of ‘stakes’:1 to 5 (Trying to 

resolve a conflict) 
P1-P6 Self-efficacy items:  1 to 5 (Trying to resolve a conflict) 
Q1-Q6 Situational control items: 1 to 5 (Trying to resolve a conflict) 
R1-R40 Response strategies items: 1 to 5 (Trying to resolve a conflict) 
S1-S5 Outcome of situation: 1 to 5 (Trying to resolve a conflict) 
T1-T5 Appraised stressfulness ratings: 1 to 5 (Trying to resolve a 

conflict) 
U1-U12 Primary appraisal items, ratings of ‘stakes’:1 to 5 (Telling your 

manager you are dissatisfied) 
V1-V6 Self-efficacy items:  1 to 5 (Telling your manager you are 

dissatisfied) 
W1-W6 Situational control items: 1 to 5 (Telling your manager you are 

dissatisfied) 
X1-X40 Response strategies items: 1 to 5 (Telling your manager you are 

dissatisfied) 
Y1-Y40 Outcome of situation: 1 to 5 (Telling your manager you are 

dissatisfied) 
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Appendix E 
 

Results of Principal Components Analyses for Ratings of Effectiveness in 
Maintaining the Relationship, and Effectiveness in Managing the Emotion 

 
 
Table E.1 
 
Item Loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues and Percentages of Variance for 
Principal Components Analysis with Varimax Rotation on WOCQ Coping 
Strategies – Maintaining Relationship 
 

   
 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 h2 

FL35 I refuse to believe that it has happened. .75 -.13 .14 .61 

FL42 I avoid being with people in general. .74 -.02 -.02 .55 

FL22 I criticise or lecture myself. .71 -.02 .04 .50 

FL31 I hope a miracle will happen. .70 -.00 .11 .51 

FL37 I sleep more than usual. .69 .05 .03 .48 

FL29 I wish that the situation will go away or 
somehow be over with. 

.67 .03 .04 .46 

FL32 I take it out on other people. .67 -.05 -.21 .50 

FL34 I have fantasies about how things might 
turn out. 

.62 .03 .24 .45 

FL7 I try to make myself feel better by 
eating, drinking, smoking, using drugs 
or medication and so forth. 

.59 -.06 .06 .36 

FL12 I try to forget the whole thing. .573 -.19 .42 .54 

FL21 I do something which I don’t think will 
work, but at least I am doing something. 

.57 .08 -.01 .33 

FL4 I express anger to the person(s) who 
caused the problem. 

.56 .01 -.42 .50 

FL8 I go on as if nothing has happened. .56 -.18 .33 .45 

FL38 I try to keep my feelings to myself. .54 .06 .37 .43 

FL23 I make a promise to myself that things 
will be different next time. 

.48 .26 .09 .31 

FL33 I keep others from knowing how bad 
things are. 

.46 .01 .39 .37 

FL13 I go along with fate; sometimes I just 
have bad luck. 

.45 -.15 .38 .37 
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Table E.1 (cont.). 
   
 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 h2 

FL18 I stand my ground and fight for what I 
want. 

.45 .12 -.44 .41 

FL45 I take a big chance or do something 
risky. 

.43 .14 -.11 .22 

FL48 I find new faith. .38 .29 -.07 .23 

FL36 I pray. .35 .11 .02 .14 

FL1 I try to get the person responsible to 
change his or her mind. 

.32 .27 -.11 .19 

FL30 I talk to someone who can do something 
concrete about the problem. 

-.08 .70 -.21 .55 

FL41 I change or grow as a person in a good 
way. 

-.09 .61 .25 .44 

FL44 I make a plan of action and follow it. -.10 .57 -.01 .34 

FL19 I talk to someone about how I am 
feeling. 

-.03 .56 .04 .32 

FL40 I know what has to be done, so I double 
my efforts to make things work. 

-.17 .55 .40 .49 

FL26 I just concentrate on what I have to do 
next – the next step. 

.19 .54 .03 .33 

FL50 I change something about myself. .23 .52 .10 .34 
FL17 I talk to someone to find out more about 

the situation. 
-.18 .52 .13 .33 

FL27 I let my feelings out somehow. .19 .52 -.18 .34 

FL6 I ask a relative or friend I respect for 
advice. 

-.01 .51 .09 .27 

FL16 I look for the silver lining, so to speak; 
try to look on the bright side of things. 

.03 .51 .32 .37 

FL39 I rediscover what is important in life. .42 .50 .00 .43 

FL2 I come up with a couple of different 
solutions to  the problem. 

-.17 .50 .16 .31 

FL28 I change something so things will turn 
out alright. 

.15 .50 .32 .38 

FL49 I accept sympathy and understanding 
from someone. 

.27 .46 .13 .31 

FL20 I get professional help .10 .45 -.03 .21 

FL15 I go over in my mind what I would say 
or do. 

-.24 .44 .32 .35 

FL3 I think about how a person I admire 
would handle the situation and use that 
as a model. 

.17 .44 .09 .23 

FL24 I am inspired to do something creative. .35 .42 .14 .32 

FL9 I draw on my past experiences; I have 
been in a similar situation before. 

.00 .41 .20 .21 



547 

Table E.1 (cont.). 
   
 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 h2 

FL43 I try not to burn my bridges, but leave 
things open somewhat. 

.09 .38 .20 .19 

FL5 I come out of the experience better than 
when I went in. 

-.04 .36 -.05 .13 

FL25 I apologise or do something to make up. -.07 .32 .56 .42 

FL47 I try to keep my feelings from interfering 
with other things too much. 

.08 .30 .50 .35 

FL14 I try not to act too hastily or follow my 
first hunch. 

.05 .26 .46 .28 

FL11 I realise that I brought the problem on 
myself. 

.08 .07 .44 .21 

FL10 I don’t let it get to me; refuse to think 
about it too much. 

.39 .05 .42 .33 

FL46 I make light of the situation; refuse to 
get to serious about it. 

.24 .17 .29 .17 

 Eigenvalue 8.2 6.3 3.3  

 % variance 16.4 12.7 6.6  
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Table E.2 
Item Loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues and Percentages of Variance for 
Principal Components Analysis with Varimax Rotation on WOCQ Coping 
Strategies – Managing Emotion 
 

   

 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 h2 

FL28 I change something so things will turn out 
alright. 

.69 .06 -.04 .48 

FL41 I change or grow as a person in a good 
way. 

.63 .03 -.16 .43 

FL15 I go over in my mind what I would say or 
do. 

.62 -.22 .22 .49 

FL30 I talk to someone who can do something 
concrete about the problem. 

.61 -.02 -.15 .40 

FL40 I know what has to be done, so I double 
my efforts to make things work. 

.61 -.04 -.01 .37 

FL6 I ask a relative or friend I respect for 
advice. 

.59 .04 .07 .35 

FL16 I look for the silver lining, so to speak; try 
to look on the bright side of things. 

.58 -.21 .15 .35 

FL17 I talk to someone to find out more about 
the situation. 

.55 -.18 -.01 .33 

FL14 I try not to act too hastily or follow my 
first hunch. 

.52 -.07 .35 .40 

FL25 I apologise or do something to make up. .52 .14 .21 .34 

FL44 I make a plan of action and follow it. .52 -.15 -.09 .30 

FL19 I talk to someone about how I am feeling. .51 .07 -.26 .34 

FL2 I come up with a couple of different 
solutions to  the problem. 

.51 -.20 .10 .31 

FL50 I change something about myself. .50 .31.31 -.10 .36 

FL9 I draw on my past experiences; I have 
been in a similar situation before. 

.50 -.09 .16 .28 

FL49 I accept sympathy and understanding 
from someone. 

.49 .34 -.19 .39 

FL26 I just concentrate on what I have to do 
next – the next step. 

.49 .17 .04 .27 

FL39 I rediscover what is important in life. .48 .39 -.26 .45 

FL24 I am inspired to do something creative. .46 .37 -.09 .36 

FL43 I try not to burn my bridges, but leave 
things open somewhat. 

.44 .13 .23 .26 

FL20 I get professional help .42 -.00 -.24 .23 

FL46 I make light of the situation; refuse to get 
to serious about it. 

.39 .20 .29 .28 
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Table E.2 (cont.). 
   

 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 h2 

FL3 I think about how a person I admire 
would handle the situation and use that as 
a model. 

.38 .13 .04 .16 

FL5 I come out of the experience better than 
when I went in. 

.34 -.03 -.03 .12 

FL31 I hope a miracle will happen. -.03 .65 .19 .47 

FL35 I refuse to believe that it has happened. -.21 .63 .25 .51 

FL29 I wish that the situation will go away or 
somehow be over with. 

-.08 .62 .19 .42 

FL42 I avoid being with people in general. -.04 .62 .31 .48 

FL22 I criticise or lecture myself. -.10 .61 .30 .47 

FL34 I have fantasies about how things might 
turn out. 

.08 .59 .16 .38 

FL21 I do something which I don’t think will 
work, but at least I am doing something. 

.15 .57 .09 .36 

FL4 I express anger to the person(s) who 
caused the problem. 

-.38 .57 .00 .47 

FL37 I sleep more than usual. .08 .56 -.02 .32 

FL32 I take it out on other people. -.19 .56 .07 .35 

FL48 I find new faith. .29 .53 -.29 .45 

FL38 I try to keep my feelings to myself. .02 .50 .33 .36 

FL7 I try to make myself feel better by eating, 
drinking, smoking, using drugs or 
medication and so forth. 

-.11 .48 .21 .28 

FL23 I make a promise to myself that things 
will be different next time. 

.25 .47 .20 .33 

FL45 I take a big chance or do something risky. .10 .44 -.02 .20 

FL18 I stand my ground and fight for what I 
want. 

-.09 .40 -.17 .20 

FL36 I pray. .22 .39 -.08 .21 

FL1 I try to get the person responsible to 
change his or her mind. 

.10 .31 .05 .11 

FL12 I try to forget the whole thing. -.10 .40 .62 .56 

FL8 I go on as if nothing has happened. -.04 .34 .58 .45 

FL10 I don’t let it get to me; refuse to think 
about it too much. 

.10 .24 .51 .33 

FL11 I realise that I brought the problem on 
myself. 

.05 .08 .49 .25 
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Table E.2 (cont.). 
   

 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 h2 

FL47 I try to keep my feelings from interfering 
with other things too much. 

.35 -.04 .47 .34 

FL33 I keep others from knowing how bad 
things are. 

-.08 .40 .45 .37 

FL27 I let my feelings out somehow. .33 .13 -.45 .33 

FL13 I go along with fate; sometimes I just 
have bad luck. 

.09 .36 .42 .32 

 Eigenvalue 7.3 6.4 3.4  

 % variance 14.7 13.3 6.9  
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Table E.3 
Item Loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues and Percentages of Variance for 
Principal Components Analysis with Varimax Rotation on Thomas-Kilmann 
Conflict Mode Strategies – Maintaining the Relationship 
 

   

 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 h2 

TK30 I try to find a compromise solution. .68 .24 .00 .52 

TK13 I usually seek the other’s help in working out 
a solution. 

.68 .11 -.03 .47 

TK16 I give up some points in exchange for others. .64 .12 .11 .44 

TK17 I propose a middle ground. .63 .14 -.06 .42 

TK14 I always share the problem with the other 
person of the merits of my position. 

.63 .09 -.03 .41 

TK18 I try to find a fair combination of gains and 
losses for both of us. 

.61 .18 .02 .40 

TK8 I tell the person my ideas and ask for 
his/hers. 

.60 .19 -.08 .40 

TK37 In approaching negotiations, I try to be 
considerate of the other person’s wishes. 

.59 .35 -.09 .49 

TK23 I always lean toward a direct discussion of 
the problem. 

.59 -.05 .25 .41 

TK22 I try to find a position that is intermediate 
between his/hers and mine. 

.58 .33 -.11 .47 

TK25 I consistently seek the other’s help in 
working out a solution. 

.55 .10 -.13 .34 

TK5 I attempt to deal with all of his/her and my 
concerns. 

.53 .06 -.12 .30 

TK12 I attempt to immediately work through our 
differences. 

.50 .20 .05 .29 

TK7 I attempt to get all concerns and issues 
immediately out in the open. 

.49 -.13 .15 .28 

TK20 I will let the other person have some of 
his/her points if he/she lets me have some of 
mine. 

.48 .16 .24 .32 

TK11 I might try to soothe other’s feelings and 
preserve our relationship. 

.47 .42 .04 .40 

TK35 If it makes other people happy, I might let 
them maintain their views. 

.29 .63 -.06 .48 

TK31 I sometimes avoid taking positions which 
would create controversy. 

.12 .63 .07 .41 

TK33 I try not to hurt the other’s feelings. .44 .61 .04 .56 

TK28 I try to avoid creating unpleasantness for 
myself. 

-.10 .58 .24 .40 

TK4 I try to do what is necessary to avoid 
tensions. 

.28 .57 -.02 .41 

TK32 Rather than negotiate the things on which we 
disagree, I try to stress those things upon 
which we both agree. 

.24 .55 .01 .37 
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Table E.3 (cont.). 
   

 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 h2 

TK36 I am very often concerned with satisfying all 
our wishes. 

.34 .53 -.21 .44 

TK1 I sometimes sacrifice my own wishes for the 
wishes of the other person. 

.34 .48 -.14 .37 

TK34 I try to postpone the issue until I have had 
some time to think it over. 

.01 .47 .07 .23 

TK27 If the other’s position seems very important 
to him/her, I would try to meet his/her 
wishes. 

.44 .45 -.01 .39 

TK3 I try to do what is necessary to avoid useless 
tensions. 

.41 .44 .11 .37 

TK26 There are times when I let others take 
responsibility for solving the problem. 

-.02 .44 .13 .21 

TK9 I feel that differences are not always worth 
worrying about. 

.00 .37 .05 .14 

TK29 I press to get my points made. -.24 .05 .72 .57 

TK15 I try to convince the other person of the 
merits of my position. 

.14 .08 .69 .50 

TK21 I make some effort to get my way. -.04 .06 .68 .47 

TK6 I am usually firm in pursuing my goals. .04 -.01 .61 .38 

TK19 I try to show the other person the logic and 
benefits of my position. 

.25 .02 .59 .41 

TK2 I try to win my position. -.35 .04 .59 .47 

TK10 I assert my wishes. -.06 .09 .57 .33 

TK24 I try to get the other person to settle for a 
compromise. 

.33 .08 .44 .31 

 Eigenvalue 6.9 4.3 3.4  

 % variance 18.6 11.7 9.3  

 



553 

Table E.4 
Item Loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues and Percentages of Variance for 
Principal Components Analysis with Varimax Rotation on Thomas-Kilmann 
Conflict Mode Strategies – Managing the Emotion 
 
   

 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 h2 

TK13 I usually seek the other’s help in working 
out a solution. 

.69 .14 -.12 .52 

TK18 I try to find a fair combination of gains and 
losses for both of us. 

.68 .16 .13 .51 

TK12 I attempt to immediately work through our 
differences. 

.65 .10 .13 .46 

TK17 I propose a middle ground. .64 .17 -.00 .44 

TK37 In approaching negotiations, I try to be 
considerate of the other person’s wishes. 

.64 .35 -.12 .54 

TK14 I always share the problem with the other 
person of the merits of my position. 

.63 .04 .11 .41 

TK8 I tell the person my ideas and ask for 
his/hers. 

.62 .09 -.03 .40 

TK22 I try to find a position that is intermediate 
between his/hers and mine. 

.61 .22 .04 .42 

TK16 I give up some points in exchange for 
others. 

.59 .21 .02 .40 

TK30 I try to find a compromise solution. .59 .10 .05 .36 

TK25 I consistently seek the other’s help in 
working out a solution. 

.51 .16 -.12 .30 

TK23 I always lean toward a direct discussion of 
the problem. 

.49 .05 .16 .27 

TK5 I attempt to deal with all of his/her and my 
concerns. 

.47 -.02 -.03 .22 

TK7 I attempt to get all concerns and issues 
immediately out in the open. 

.43 -.23 .21 .28 

TK20 I will let the other person have some of 
his/her points if he/she lets me have some 
of mine. 

.39 .07 .37 .29 

TK35 If it makes other people happy, I might let 
them maintain their views. 

.11 .71 -.05 .51 

TK32 Rather than negotiate the things on which 
we disagree, I try to stress those things 
upon which we both agree. 

.18 .67 -.01 .49 

TK27 If the other’s position seems very 
important to him/her, I would try to meet 
his/her wishes. 

.30 .66 .00 .52 

TK31 I sometimes avoid taking positions which 
would create controversy. 

-.06 .64 .05 .41 

TK33 I try not to hurt the other’s feelings. .36 .62 -.09 .53 

TK28 I try to avoid creating unpleasantness for 
myself. 

-.08 .58 .35 .46 
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Table E.4 (cont.). 
   

 Component Labels and Items 1 2 3 h2 

TK1 I sometimes sacrifice my own wishes for 
the wishes of the other person. 

-.03 .53 -.05 .29 

TK11 I might try to soothe other’s feelings and 
preserve our relationship. 

.24 .50 -.10 .32 

TK4 I try to do what is necessary to avoid 
tensions. 

.14 .47 .07 .24 

TK3 I try to do what is necessary to avoid 
useless tensions. 

.27 .44 .04 .27 

TK36 I am very often concerned with satisfying 
all our wishes. 

.37 .39 .00 .30 

TK26 There are times when I let others take 
responsibility for solving the problem. 

-.03 .36 .13 .15 

TK9 I feel that differences are not always worth 
worrying about. 

.00 .32 .04 .11 

TK34 I try to postpone the issue until I have had 
some time to think it over. 

.14 .31 .18 .15 

TK29 I press to get my points made. -.05 .07 .78 .62 

TK2 I try to win my position. -.21 -.09 .71 .56 

TK21 I make some effort to get my way. .06 .15 .65 .45 

TK15 I try to convince the other person of the 
merits of my position. 

-.12 .08 .64 .43 

TK6 I am usually firm in pursuing my goals. .02 .01 .62 .39 

TK10 I assert my wishes. -.08 -.02 .58 .34 

TK19 I try to show the other person the logic and 
benefits of my position. 

.38 .05 .54 .44 

TK24 I try to get the other person to settle for a 
compromise. 

.32 .09 .47 .33 

 Eigenvalue 6.0 4.4 3.7  

 % variance 16.3 12.0 10.0  
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Table E.5 
Item Loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues, Cronbach’s Alphas, and 
Percentages of Variance for Principal Components Analysis with Varimax 
Rotation on Dialectic Response Strategies – Maintaining Relationship 
 
   

 Component Labels and Items 1 2 h2 

BX6 It is too hard to look after myself and the other person, 
so, depending on the nature of the discussion we’re 
having, I decide either to put forward my point of view 
or listen to what the other person has to say. 

.72 -.10 .53 

BX12 I can’t look after myself and the other person ,so, 
depending on how the other person behaves, I decide 
either to listen to what the other person has to say or to 
put forward my own point of view. 

.69 -.02 .47 

BX2 I can’t pay attention to my own and the other person’s 
needs at the same time, so, depending on the particular 
situation I decide either to listen to what the other 
person has to say or put forward my point of view. 

.66 -.24 .50 

BX11 I decide to say nothing about the issue of concern. .59 .23 .40 

BX4 Depending on how I feel, at times it is important that I 
decide either to put forward my point of view, and at 
other times I listen to what the other person has to say. 

.53 .00 .28 

BX5 I try to resolve the issue myself indirectly, without 
further discussion with the other person. 

.48 -.10 .24 

BX3 I try to deal with the situation ‘off the record’. .34 .16 .14 

BX14 I am equally concerned with both mine and the other 
person’s points of view, in order to work towards a good 
outcome for both of us. 

-.13 .67 .47 

BX10 In situations like this, I find it is important to listen to 
what the other person has to say rather than state my 
views. 

.32 .69 .55 

BX8 I place equal importance on expressing my point of view 
and listening to the other person so the best outcome for 
all can be achieved. 

-.16 .65 .46 

BX7 In situations like this, it is more important that I state my 
point of view, rather than listen to the other person. 

.42 -.62 .57 

BX13 In situations like this, I find it is important to take 
account of the other person’s needs rather than my own. 

.39 .56 .47 

BX1 In situations like this, it is more important that I look 
after my own needs rather than take account of the other 
person’s needs. 

.39 -.54 .45 

BX9 I keep talking to the other person, but about unrelated 
issues in order to establish some common ground 
between us. 

.28 .49 .32 

 Eigenvalue 3.1 2.7  

 % variance 22.3 19.
4 
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Table E.6 
Item Loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues, Cronbach’s Alphas, and 
Percentages of Variance for Principal Components Analysis with Varimax 
Rotation on Dialectic Response Strategies – Managing Emotion 
 
   

 Component Labels and Items 1 2 h2 

BX12 I can’t look after myself and the other person ,so, 
depending on how the other person behaves, I decide 
either to listen to what the other person has to say or to 
put forward my own point of view. 

.69 -.20 .52 

BX6 It is too hard to look after myself and the other person, so, 
depending on the nature of the discussion we’re having, I 
decide either to put forward my point of view or listen to 
what the other person has to say. 

.67 -.21 .49 

BX11 I decide to say nothing about the issue of concern. .59 .05 .35 

BX2 I can’t pay attention to my own and the other person’s 
needs at the same time, so, depending on the particular 
situation I decide either to listen to what the other person 
has to say or put forward my point of view. 

.56 -.25 .38 

BX9 I keep talking to the other person, but about unrelated 
issues in order to establish some common ground 
between us. 

.52 .39 .43 

BX4 Depending on how I feel, at times it is important that I 
decide either to put forward my point of view, and at 
other times I listen to what the other person has to say. 

.51 -.12 .28 

BX13 In situations like this, I find it is important to take account 
of the other person’s needs rather than my own. 

.48 .19 .27 

BX5 I try to resolve the issue myself indirectly, without further 
discussion with the other person. 

.47 -.17 .25 

BX3 I try to deal with the situation ‘off the record’. .46 .04 .21 

BX8 I place equal importance on expressing my point of view 
and listening to the other person so the best outcome for 
all can be achieved. 

.03 .71 .50 

BX14 I am equally concerned with both mine and the other 
person’s points of view, in order to work towards a good 
outcome for both of us. 

-.01 .68 .47 

BX7 In situations like this, it is more important that I state my 
point of view, rather than listen to the other person. 

.28 -.63 .48 

BX1 In situations like this, it is more important that I look after 
my own needs rather than take account of the other 
person’s needs. 

.22 -.62 .43 

BX10 In situations like this, I find it is important to listen to 
what the other person has to say rather than state my 
views. 

.44 .47 .42 

 Eigenvalue 3.2 2.4  

 
 

% variance 22.2 16.9  
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Table E.7 
Item Loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues and Percentages of Variance for 
Principal Components Analysis with Varimax Rotation on Social Rules Response 
Strategies – Maintaining the Relationship 
 
     

 Component Labels and Items 1 2 h2 

WG8 I remain calm with the other person. .81 .11 .68 

WG6 I do not verbally attack the other person. .81 .06 .66 

WG5 I am polite and tactful with the other person. .80 .07 .64 

WG13 I do not become angry or rude when frustrated 
with the other person. 

.79 .03 .63 

WG14 I listen carefully to the other person’s view. .78 .03 .61 

WG12 I show a willingness to accept equal 
responsibility for the situation. 

.75 .11 .57 

WG15 I ask for more information before I respond to 
ensure that I understand. 

.62 .20 .43 

WG4 I suggest a compromise. .59 .25 .42 

WG7 I state directly my concerns to the person 
involved. 

.51 .41 .43 

WG9 I hint at or raise my concerns indirectly with the 
other person. 

.25 -.15 .08 

WG2 I give an explanation for my point of view. .34 .69 .59 

WG11 I put forward my explanation of the situation 
causing the problem. 

.16 .67 .48 

WG10 I readily express my point of view to the person 
who is causing me a problem. 

-.00 .66 .44 

WG1 I defend myself or my point of view. -.22 .59 .40 

WG3 I give reasons or explain my point of view to the 
other person. 

.52 .58 .62 

 Eigenvalue 5.3 2.4  

 % variance 35.3 16.1  
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Table E.8 
Item Loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues and Percentages of Variance for 
Principal Components Analysis with Varimax Rotation on Social Rules Response 
Strategies – Managing the Emotion 
 
     

 Component Labels and Items 1 2 h2 

WG14 I listen carefully to the other person’s view. .83 .04 .69 

WG8 I remain calm with the other person. .82 .14 .70 

WG6 I do not verbally attack the other person. .79 .16 .66 

WG13 I do not become angry or rude when 
frustrated with the other person. 

.79 .02 .63 

WG5 I am polite and tactful with the other person. .78 .12 .62 

WG12 I show a willingness to accept equal 
responsibility for the situation. 

.71 .22 .55 

WG4 I suggest a compromise. .60 .35 .49 

WG15 I ask for more information before I respond 
to ensure that I understand. 

.52 .20 .31 

WG9 I hint at or raise my concerns indirectly with 
the other person. 

.20 -.12 .05 

WG3 I give reasons or explain my point of view to 
the other person. 

.39 .72 .67 

WG11 I put forward my explanation of the situation 
causing the problem. 

.13 .71 .53 

WG2 I give an explanation for my point of view. .32 .71 .61 

WG10 I readily express my point of view to the 
person who is causing me a problem. 

-.05 .68 .46 

WG1 I defend myself or my point of view. -.36 .56 .44 

WG7 I state directly my concerns to the person 
involved. 

.31 .55 .40 

 Eigenvalue 4.9 2.9  

 % variance 32.8 19.3  
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Appendix F 

Cronbach Alpha Coefficients for Scales 
 
Table F.1  
Cronbach Alphas for Scales for Four Types of Difficult Situation. 
 

 

SCALE 

Situation 
A 

Situation 
B 

Situation 
C 

Situation 
D 

Effective Response (Primary appraisal) .68 .74 .78 .82 

Protecting Self and Reputation (Primary 
appraisal) 

.63 .68 .73 .67 

Appraised Stressfulness (Primary 
appraisal) 

.87 .90 .87 .89 

Self-efficacy (Secondary appraisal) .73 .88 .85 .87 

Control (Secondary appraisal) .78 .75 .67 .77 

Compete & Defend Self .93 .95 .95 .93 

Appease .85 .89 .89 .87 

Positive Reappraisal .67 .76 .73 .73 

Avoidance .60 .65 .77 .69 
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Appendix G 
Intercorrelations, Means and Standard Deviations for All Variables 

 
Table G.1 
Intercorrelations, Means and Standard Deviations for All Variables – Responding to Someone who is Angry, Aggressive or Verbally 
Abusive 

 Outcome 
(DV) 

EFFECT 
RES 

PROTECT 
SELF 

APPRAISED 
STRESS 

SELF-
EFFIC’Y 

CONT’L COMPETE APPEASE POSITIVE 
REAPPRAISAL 

AVOID 

Effective 
Response .17 1.00         

Protect Self -.00 .27 1.00        

Appraised 
Stressfulness -.18 .01 .23 1.00       

Self-efficacy .09 .02 -.06 -.36 1.00      

Control .35 .03 -.15 -.18 .34 1.00     

Compete .01 .01 .03 .11 .06 .19 1.00    

Appease .22 .46 .05 -.01 .01 .11 -.15 1.00   

Positive 
Reappraisal .08 .21 .25 .21 .00 .12 .23 .16 1.00  

Avoidance -.19 .08 .22 .25 -.20 -.36 -.13 .16 .09 1.00 

Mean 3.08 3.66 3.39 3.33 3.20 2.92 3.03 3.32 2.08 2.61 

Standard 
Deviation .90 .67 .79 .76 .87 .90 1.03 .73 .70 .78 
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Table G.2 
Intercorrelations, Means and Standard Deviations for All Variables –Responding to Unfair Personal Criticism 
 

 Outcome 
(DV) 

EFFECT 
RES 

PROTECT 
SELF 

APPRAISED 
STRESS 

SELF-
EFFIC’Y 

CONT’L COMPETE APPEASE POSITIVE 
REAPPRAISAL 

AVOID 

Effective 
Response .25 1.00         

Protect Self -.03 .40 1.00        

Appraised 
Stressfulness -.28 .14 .43 1.00       

Self-efficacy .35 -.02 -.04 -.40 1.00      

Control .39 .06 -.05 -.36 .51 1.00     

Compete .29 .05 .15 -.07 .37 .37 1.00    

Appease .29 .50 .23 .11 .06 -.09 -.08 1.00   

Positive 
Reappraisal .13 .23 .22 .24 .00 .00 .17 .33 1.00  

Avoidance -.12 .09 .31 .26 -.14 -.21 -.09 .21 .19 1.00 

Mean 3.11 3.55 3.67 3.34 3.12 3.03 3.27 3.17 2.3 2.7 

Standard 
Deviation .83 .86 .81 .85 .75 .90 1.10 .82 .86 1.11 
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Table G.3 

Intercorrelations, Means and Standard Deviations for All Variables – Trying to Resolve a Conflict or Misunderstanding with Someone in 
an Ongoing Work Relationship 
 

 Outcome 
(DV) 

EFFECT 
RES 

PROTECT 
SELF 

APPRAISED 
STRESS 

SELF-
EFFIC’Y 

CONT’L COMPETE APPEASE POSITIVE 
REAPPRAISAL 

AVOID 

Effective 
Response .20 1.00         

Protect Self -.03 .40 1.00        

Appraised 
Stressfulness -.28 .23 .33 1.00       

Self-efficacy .43 .10 -.08 -.43 1.00      

Control .44 .15 -.01 -.20 .40 1.00     

Compete .11 .14 .25 .14 .24 .22 1.00    

Appease .26 .52 -.00 -.02 .28 .15 .02 1.00   

Positive 
Reappraisal .15 .18 .19 .13 .19 .06 .20 .23 1.00  

Avoidance -.23 .11 .29 .34 -.38 -.26 -.05 .02 .13 1.00 

Mean 3.28 3.69 3.43 3.21 3.18 3.29 3.39 3.23 2.34 2.61 

Standard 
Deviation .94 .78 .86 .81 .74 1.11 1.02 .83 .81 .96 
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Table G.4 

Intercorrelations, Means and Standard Deviations for All Variables – Telling your Manager You are Dissatisfied with a Decision 
 

 Outcome 
(DV) 

EFFECT 
RES 

PROTECT 
SELF 

APPRAISED 
STRESS 

SELF-
EFFIC’Y 

CONT’L COMPETE APPEASE POSITIVE 
REAPPRAISAL 

AVOID 

Effective 
Response .33 1.00         

Protect Self .02 .43 1.00        

Appraised 
Stressfulness -.39 .01 .25 1.00       

Self-efficacy .45 .17 .07 -.34 1.00      

Control .53 .16 -.06 .-41 .55 1.00     

Compete .14 .05 .20 .01 .20 .23 1.00    

Appease .25 .59 .18 -.09 .23 .09 .08 1.00   

Positive 
Reappraisal .07 .15 .19 .11 .02 .09 .19 .26 1.00  

Avoidance -.23 .02 .06 .29 -.26 -.26 -.06 .17 .21 1.00 

Mean 3.35 3.72 3.68 3.25 3.15 3.08 3.63 3.30 2.46 2.45 

Standard 
Deviation .95 .79 .78 .86 .73 .90 .91 .75 .80 .87 
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Appendix H 

Regression Tables 

Table H.1 

Unstandardised Regression Coefficients (B) and Squares of Semipartial 
Correlations (sri

2) for Hierarchical Regression Analysis – Response Strategies 
(Step 1), Appraisal (Step 2) – Responding to Someone who is Angry, Aggressive 
or Verbally Abusive 

  

Independent Variable 

Unstandardised 
coefficients (B) 

Squares of 
semipartial 
correlations 

(sri
2) 

Step 1 Response strategies:   
 Compete -.00 .000 

 Appease .31 .057 
 Positive Reappraisal .07 .003 
 Avoidance -.28 .054 

Step 2 Response strategies:   
 Compete -.03 .001 
 Appease .19 .017 
 Positive Reappraisal .05 .001 
 Avoidance -.14 .011 

 Appraisal variables:   
 Effective Response .11 .005 
 Protect Self .07 .003 
 Appraised Stress -.18 .017 
 Self-efficacy -.09 .006 
 Control .30 .065 

Note:  Intercept for full regression model  = 2.17.  
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Table H.2  

Unstandardised Regression Coefficients (B) and Squares of Semipartial 
Correlations (sri

2) for Hierarchical Regression Analysis – Response Strategies 
(Step 1), Appraisal (Step 2) – Responding to Unfair Personal Criticism.  

 

  

Independent Variable 

Unstandardised 
coefficients (B) 

Squares of 
semipartial 
correlations 

(sri
2) 

Step 1 Response strategies:   
 Compete .23 .086 
 Appease .36 .104 
 Positive Reappraisal -.01 .000 
 Avoidance -.12 .025 

Step 2 Response strategies:   
 Compete .13 .023 
 Appease .29 .053 
 Positive Reappraisal .04 .001 
 Avoidance -.04 .003 

 Appraisal variables:   
 Effective Response .12 .010 
 Protect Self -.08 .004 
 Appraised Stress -.16 .017 
 Self-efficacy .08 .003 
 Control .21 .034 

Note:  Intercept for full regression model  = 1.25.  
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Table H.3  

Unstandardised Regression Coefficients (B) and Squares of Semipartial 
Correlations (sri

2) for Hierarchical Regression Analysis – Response Strategies 
(Step 1), Appraisal (Step 2) – Trying to Solve a Conflict  or Misunderstanding 
with Somone in an Ongoing Work Relationship.  

 

  

Independent Variable 

Unstandardised 
coefficients (B) 

Squares of 
semipartial 
correlations 

(sri
2) 

Step 1 Response strategies:   
 Compete .06 .005 
 Appease .26 .051 
 Positive Reappraisal .13 .012 
 Avoidance -.25 .062 

Step 2 Response strategies:   
 Compete -.01 .000 
 Appease .07 .003 
 Positive Reappraisal .11 .008 
 Avoidance -.07 .003 

 Appraisal variables:   
 Effective Response .18 .012 
 Protect Self -.01 .000 
 Appraised Stress -.20 .019 
 Self-efficacy .21 .014 
 Control .24 .061 

Note:  Intercept for full regression model  =1.56.  
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Table H.4  

Unstandardised Regression Coefficients (B) and Squares of Semipartial 
Correlations (sri

2) for Hierarchical Regression Analysis – Response Strategies 
(Step 1), Appraisal (Step 2) – Telling Your Manager you are Dissatisfied with a 
Decision.  

 

  

Independent Variable 

Unstandardised 
coefficients (B) 

Squares of 
semipartial 
correlations 

(sri
2) 

Step 1 Response strategies:   
 Compete .09 .008 
 Appease .35 .070 
 Positive Reappraisal .05 .001 
 Avoidance -.31 .073 

Step 2 Response strategies:   
 Compete .02 .000 
 Appease .03 .000 
 Positive Reappraisal .04 .001 
 Avoidance -.08 .004 

 Appraisal variables:   
 Effective Response .30 .031 
 Protect Self -.05 .001 
 Appraised Stress -.21 .025 
 Self-efficacy .19 .013 
 Control .32 .052 

Note:  Intercept for full regression model  = 1.42.  
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Table H.5  

Unstandardised Regression Coefficients (B) and Squares of Semipartial 
Correlations (sri

2) for Hierarchical Regression Analysis – Appraisal (Step 1), 
Response Strategies (Step 2) – Responding to Someone who is Angry, Aggressive 
or Verbally Abusive.  

 

  

Independent Variable 

Unstandardised 
coefficients (B) 

Squares of 
semipartial 
correlations 

(sri
2) 

Step 1 Appraisal variables:   
 Effective Response .21 .022 
 Protect Self .04 .001 
 Appraised Stress -.19 .022 
 Self-efficacy -.09 .006 
 Control .35 .105 

Step 2 Appraisal variables:   
 Effective Response .11 .005 
 Protect Self .07 .003 
 Appraised Stress -.18 .017 
 Self-efficacy -.09 .006 
 Control .30 .065 

 Response strategies:   
 Compete -.03 .001 
 Appease .19 .017 
 Positive Reappraisal .05 .001 
 Avoidance -.14 .011 

Note:  Intercept for full regression model  = 2.175.  
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Table H.6  

Unstandardised Regression Coefficients (B) and Squares of Semipartial 
Correlations (sri

2) for Hierarchical Regression Analysis – Appraisal (Step 1), 
Response Strategies (Step 2) – Responding to Unfair Personal Criticism.  

 

  

Independent Variable 

Unstandardised 
coefficients (B) 

Squares of 
semipartial 
correlations 

(sri
2) 

Step 1 Appraisal variables:   
 Effective Response .27 .066 
 Protect Self -.07 .003 
 Appraised Stress -.13 .011 
 Self-efficacy .20 .023 
 Control .21 .037 

Step 2 Appraisal variables:   
 Effective Response .12 .010 
 Protect Self -.08 .003 
 Appraised Stress -.16 .017 
 Self-efficacy .08 .003 
 Control .21 .034 

 Response strategies:   
 Compete .13 .024 
 Appease .29 .053 
 Positive Reappraisal .04 .001 
 Avoidance -.04 .003 

Note:  Intercept for full regression model  = 1.25.  
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Table H.7  

Unstandardised Regression Coefficients (B) and Squares of Semipartial 
Correlations (sri

2) for Hierarchical Regression Analysis – Appraisal (Step 1), 
Response Strategies (Step 2) – Trying to Resolve a Conflict or Misunderstanding.  

 

  

Independent Variable 

Unstandardised 
coefficients (B) 

Squares of 
semipartial 
correlations 

(sri
2) 

Step 1 Appraisal variables:   
 Effective Response .23 .028 
 Protect Self -.03 .001 
 Appraised Stress -.19 .019 
 Self-efficacy .28 .034 
 Control .24 .066 

Step 2 Appraisal variables:   
 Effective Response .18 .011 
 Protect Self -.01 .000 
 Appraised Stress -.20 .019 
 Self-efficacy .21 .014 
 Control .24 .061 

 Response strategies:   
 Compete -.01 .000 
 Appease .07 .003 
 Positive Reappraisal .11 .008 
 Avoidance -.07 .003 

Note:  Intercept for full regression model  = 1.56.  

Table H.8  
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Unstandardised Regression Coefficients (B) and Squares of Semipartial 
Correlations (sri

2) for Hierarchical Regression Analysis – Appraisal (Step 1), 
Response Strategies (Step 2) – Telling Your Manager You are Dissatisfied with a 
Decision.  

 

  

Independent Variable 

Unstandardised 
coefficients (B) 

Squares of 
semipartial 
correlations 

(sri
2) 

Step 1 Appraisal variables:   
 Effective Response .32 .054 
 Protect Self -.04 .001 
 Appraised Stress -.22 .029 
 Self-efficacy .21 .017 
 Control .33 .064 

Step 2 Appraisal variables:   
 Effective Response .30 .031 
 Protect Self -.05 .001 
 Appraised Stress -.21 .025 
 Self-efficacy .19 .013 
 Control .32 .052 

 Response strategies:   
 Compete .02 .000 
 Appease .03 .000 
 Positive Reappraisal .04 .001 
 Avoidance -.08 .004 

Note:  Intercept for full regression model  = 1.42.  




